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: STANDARDS £\¥D PROCEDURES FOR DEVELOPMEVT AND - I"IPLE\IENTATIOV
) OF AN EVALUATION CONTRACT

/ « -
Intreduction

. ) E]
s

. . . . 5 : i‘ . > » . ,
. . 1] . . . y - *
® As one looks at edtcation at the nationdl level, it is .dif/f%lt to -
- avoid being pessimistic abgut the future of genuine ed}uéatiogtﬁl improve-
i \\\‘\" . ’ 4 )
mént-in the nation's schqols. The field of educatign lacks an abiding
o » - ¢ . ‘ R
. s -~ e 13 ’. . '».. s . A
® tradicion 'of carefully planned changes ot systématic inquiry into the. <
. effecciveness of new programs, processes and products thc’h dre inserted
‘e ! "\. . \ . .
1nco thercladsroom. As a result, many of the ‘changes occurring in educa-
" ¥ ‘ . . . i
e tion are little more than random adoptlon of faddlsh innovations: Probably
the zreatest contributors to such a situation are the lack of dep,ei\mdable
’ ‘ Vo2 : . ‘ ‘ \s v
y infozmatidn about the performance of educational prpducts, practices and
® orograms and the absence pf established systems and procedures for p\ro-
¥ L4 - \
. , N * - - A
ducing ‘such, inform atlon. 64\ oL !
AlthHough not sufficient in and of itself, edudational evajuation
*
® wou‘ld seem to hold greater promise than any other approach.to providinf
- 4 -~ . L] \
. educators with information they need to help improve the process of -
v LY
1 . “ .
education. Recognition of this fact has led many educational and legis
T
® . Lative leaders throughout the nation to turn to evaluation (atid related
. activities such 4s dssessment and accountability) as the key to improving
’ - . g e
7 the qualitcy of education in their state or d‘isuricqi;;
‘ s "~ » [ F)
1 - N v ? M . N *
® In Alaska, the importance of evaluation has been recognized at
PR . - . \ -
° v N 4 *
. R > - v n .
1 .3everal lavels. In addition to the evaluation'stddies mandatfed -under
' ¢ ¥ .- . 4
guidelines for federailly funded projects in Several categorical areas,
® - eva;uatlon acet es. nave peen initiated by the kla ka Depattment of
“Education and by loeal education agencies in several ardas of the state.
‘ . 4 - ; ‘ - t
. \‘1‘ ' . . , o ’w4 L L
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Hdbeéer, é&e success of' these efforts has been soméwhat limited to date .
4 » ‘ * . . - s .

. e ’ “ oo ©oe b . .
and the general.quality of eva}uations éonducted tnroughout‘the State of

P L. . - . "/ﬂ_oc /a .
Alasw’, especially those in the rural areas, has been rather unsatisfactory
\ : -

0bv1ously there ‘are notable exceptions to this statement, but it dOeS seem

b
- ’

to be true or a maJority of the federally sponsor.ed . evaluations as well as

* . ¢ « Y

<
a majority of the evaluative studies which have been sponsored by . ¢

. ‘ - . ..
o “ hd ~

.individual schools or school districts. o . . )

- ! S

Many regsons for the generally low.’ quality of evaluation studiés

»

might be postulatéd. SeGeral generaI~impediments have'been discussed in .
‘.i ) . « N -
détail elsewhere (Worthen 1972a) /and will not be reiterated here. Three

o 5

1nadequac1es which contribute to~the poor quality of most‘educational

2
’ N © s ¢ - . . . .

.evaluation studies Should be singled out for some elaboration here however,

%

< .
. v

since they have been specifically listed by a staff member of the: Alaska

)

~§épartment,of Educatidn as factors‘which he proposes as among tbe chief

o h e
.. . N . B - . .

_causés of the-tnsatisfactory quality of most evatuation studies conducted”
. L} - 1 . ’

. ‘o C . g . . )
-in Alaska. / v , . ~

L
t N

‘ 2 . . . .
. The three hypothesizéd inadequacies are: '
L. The lack of .explicit standards and procedures for .use in
s © developing ;hd 1mplementing an evaluation contract;

&

-
.

2.",The lack of olearcut cr1ter1a for determining the adequac 4

of an evalugtion design.or study; and - /j '

‘3. The lack of standards for ethical condudt and practice in ,
evaluation which could serve to guide persons and agencies .

‘ who conduct evaluation "studies in education.

., N R A i
.
‘

- v

A

lalaska is by no-means unique in this regard. , This statement would

“describe almost any other’state in the union at least as well.

:ﬂ by Frank Nelson, entitled "Criteria for Educational Evaluations.)'

aQ . *
.

2The points are abstracted from a 1974 discussion document prepared

.
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topic, meta-eﬂeluation crigeria, is the subject of.alﬁeparate.paperq ang

e third tobic, the prbfessienal ethics

. ¢«
v A \ . v

: erva51ve element which undergirds and
R ’ M ' . .
overarches .both of the previous-topics.

H

"The~need'for a code of,ethigs )

<
v ",

P G

for professional evaluators!has been.argue elsewhere (Wright, 1975);%But

specification of such a code ‘is’a task of 'such magnitude that it far '
transcends the scope of the presént paper on contract specifications or

- . [ - ' .‘ ) ’ c oA

-~ s ' i v . 3 . t T . ’ g . " )

of its companion paper on criteria for. evaluation designs and studies.

Therefore, although the issue of ethical conduct is obviously implicit
. . o .

in much of what is bresented in both papers, it should be understood that g
. . ‘ ]

~
»

neither represengé an attempt to discuss or develop explicit standards'
l . . . . 4 ’ N
That' effort,*

)

fod . ’ . ‘e .
for ethical conduct or'practice of educational evaluation.
. : \

- ¢ Y

- . N ~ N o ¥ )
badly needed in tHe opinions of the ‘present authors, must await a more
. 4 Y] . - -

1%
4

comprehensjive diScussion which can focus specificélly\on thet toﬁic. -
. , . i , -
Therefore, thlS{paper addresse only the first hypothesized inadequacy—- .

. ~
\ ot 1

the need for ex?licit standards and procedures for evaluatiqn contrac;ing.'

3The aladka Department of Education has contracted.w1th the: Nor thwest |
Aegional Educational Laboratory for a paper on“criterias for use in evalua-.
ting evaluation designs and studies. That paper, authored by James R. )
Sanders and Dean H. Ndfziger, will be referencEd here wherever relevant
"to the prese trtopic. ‘ . . : Lo,
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. -Xudlem:es lor, this paoer. Guidelines° nd °§tlgéestlons on the -t:opic
.- ? SR ] . ay K L ’\/ « ¢ o8 v,
LY B I \ ) H ) » L& 3
or t:nis pé.per are po;entlally useful to nany Eg"'ii,cn.xps and ind1V1dua1s.

. .g s & gy .
. ;t \ IS ;- A t &

*users mlght be, di\uded “into two audiericeS'. ,(l)*ind1v1é1uals s

N ‘

AP -
B E‘Q‘ R 4 ut, - ) -

who proglde evaluation ;serv:.ces and (2) c;llent:s who

! . . .
' 14 P . N ‘e * ,t,g* L ﬁ‘u N - N -

| : . require such evaluation Seﬁvices. I'm Ehe prersent cade in Alaska ' the

. .
¢ s, l.»«,

e Sp&ClLlC audiences for which tkus'épaper'was requested to be prepared

- P o~ . 23

PY = were svecifi’ed as the fg‘llow\m’g A U &
. ‘ . \ <, e

_ responsﬂ;llz.ty for furiﬁing of arranglng for evaluation

@ e studies (e,g», personnel ‘fn the Alaska State Department
! T of Educatig;i Office'of Federal Programs) L
. - 2, Personnel in the\ §chool sy‘scems d1str1ctzs and indiyidual

® . st schools who' em‘plo\y the services of others to d‘o evaluation
3 . . . R -

studles in tHeir schools (e. g., d~1rec;:ors of spec1al

- @ - s i . . -
s g ; o
, . R ' pro_]ects unded ChI‘O‘lgh the Ofﬁice of Eederal Programs,
@ : . 2 schosl superintendiants, and the’ llke), and. ..
- v -t ’ ) ‘ ’ ) .' .
. v 3. Persons or agencieé, who currently provide or intend to
, "v, . ', ) , ‘. \\ . ..
s : - provide in the futui{e evaluation services to indiV1duals .
' . RS . s
® . . .or agencies in 'Jithe,\r of the above audiences.
} . R o / * . - "
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o:kprehensively-‘ has’ resulted in

S

-the efrort to treat 1t thoroughly and c

. a s1zeable (oerhaps too long) document org;\ﬁed into séveral ;ag\‘\\\

® aectlons, BeCause of the length of the paper, two, steps have been taken,

. t e . . \: i o + A .
. . N . L - T ' v L
* ' .~ to aid the reader.«. ¥ . N N St
> . .. - [ . . . Y \ e,

» T ’ L4 - . - - ) -:f~ * - . > ‘- v
C. "+ + First, each’'of the major sections "listed in the table of content /

A .
4 * . ° . - P . - s
4 v v P

s e \ L. . J : . :
® , is-annotated belaw to provide adeq\ua]te information .to the reader who ig
- 4 ’ Py . . »
. . . N N . 4! S\ e "
- interested in oan: some of the considerations'discussed.
Al ~ @ .

.
- . - . .
" < ¢ . * . . . ' RS .

Second, the first,’major section contains a self-contained abridgment

~ . N
¢ R > . \

® and\summary of the paper for the reader who @9) wishes an o%rerview of the -

7

‘

. standards and procedures suggested in the paper® sufflcient ‘to apply them,

8 R - »

t

v . and (2) does not “find it necessar;y to delve into t:he extens1ve rationale

- % . >

® .o and.discussibn which supports t'he standards and ,proce_dures whl% are ,

-
- P

N N " k3 vyt ° : . -~ .
' 4 . proposed. . -y > ) — . -,
a . . R . . . . s 8, ? S .
t o : R . ) A P
" - The remainder o:f ‘this paper is ‘or“ganized into the follotving s'ect~;'.ons:
o+ ‘ - e " , H
. . a' L -
SummarL:and Overv1ew “af Standards and Procedures for Evaluatlon
R

-~ . . ’ —

, Contracting.'~ ection contains: \Ta %r:.eu‘scussion ’

Eoe e \l

133
/

I ' N '

of the use of the proposed standards and procedures (e.g. ,\then

rs 1

. ' ) 'S .
4 N BRI should they be ’applied by whom, how, ammat"), {2) a °*

checklist proposed for use 1n applying the standamd

-~ >
.

prqQcedures; (3) instru ions for use of‘the.‘checkl-ist; and .‘
N \

.
. 5
A L " . O .
. .

[

. v ¢ (4) a flowchart which shows. the interrelationships and . .
R © ' sequence of. maJor events for -applying the ‘standards and .

-

\ N Y

« ‘ . 14 . .
- S S . ” procedures. Each of these to'pics is- draj«m from: a more "
‘ . ’ o . ', ’ & - ’ [N N
. ' ' ‘e,xtensive presentatlon of the same "topic in subsequent RN
o ' - ]
' " L sections of the paper. The purpose~ for» this sec;ion«z.s to . .

' o ox 0 v v

I

v prov1de suffic1ént 1nformat10n Ebr the person inf:erested ‘\
{

|

I

|

.
R
.

R
LS % : .
ot . . M- v - — -
B . ‘ L ) . , ‘ . o -
7 Y .. N 2 , . i Ry
. ¢ -. R . M . : .

+ \
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only in the standards and procedures and tools for applylng

¥ S

them and ot in the rationale for theip develOpment. For

¢ v

’ -

anyone interested in the rationale, téat is contained in .

¥ ¢

o / "
the ‘more extefisive sections*Which comprise the remainder of

L S

»

this paper.

.o

Rationale and Discussion Relevant to the DeQelquent of

’ v . / ' I o

I N P
Standards and Procedures for Evaluatlon Contractlngr This

¢ i
. /e Cy
maJQr section includes the’ extended dlscuss;on‘and rationale

»
' Iad . \

. a ,

referred td above and ‘therefore will bélrelevant°only to the

reader intérested in the details underlying the standards
, . N .
‘ .~ . / : .
and procedures summarized in the first section. *This gajor

S

-~ ‘ 1

zsectlon is subd1V1ded 1nto he‘follow1ng sub-sections.

. a k4 \ N

[
-

A, Uses of Educatlonal Ev luat;on. Thls sectlon contalns

»

a discdssion of the gen¥ral purpose(of evaluation~and

v

. > \ ‘ . N
specific purposes of: twq types of evaluatiom, formative .

. ’

N . :
and summative, ,amd’ who: might besk perform each.

'Concegtualeséues,in Determining When Evaluation is ..

Aggrogrlate., It‘makes little sense to df'scuss setting

up an evaluation égntract ‘1t conditlons do not really

- N AR I3

warrant evalpation in‘the rirst place. Sometimés .
< N [

* 4

lished which ﬁave¢

evalﬁation contracts«are

. ‘.
. .

di¥ficulty from the -outset becayse evaludtien activities
15 k B 3 . -J - N .

" are Unwarrantié. This section is"an aftempt to present
: . ; » ) R T~

! ways pfideterhining when evaluation is appropriate and.

"when it is not. v : . >

N v
. . .
' . ¢
. . ) x "
‘ [ - N,
2 . » '
e, A N L

~
~
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Rationale for Use of External Evaluati k»Contracts. This . "

section‘coqtaiﬁs: (1) a diseussion ofzibgrnal and external

(2) a discussion\of the advantages and disadvantages™qf ' .

v

contracting with external agehcies or individuals to conduct

.

- a summative evaluation study,,

1l

4

,Ratignaie for Specifying Contrattual Procedures. Not, everyone
. \\"

AN o ' N
agrees that evaluat%gﬁ contracts |

¢

v

ire either necessary or
. L 4

- A
1

usefulg' However, thete are ménﬂ \roblems in. the*conduct of N T
L , ¥ N .
evaluation %tudié& whidh would séém to be.best (if n%f :

v D .

, Nkt 1 D '
. \ Ce | -
#nd\agreements between .client and evaluator. . Thi$ section

-
[

he use of *evaluation contracts.,
. ) LI o / L - S \ ‘\
Standards and Procedures for /Selecting Evaluation €onttactors.

. N, 3\ ’ ' . - . ,

It i's often a large. step from deciding to contract with an éxternal’

.
’ \

3o - ! 5 ‘. N
evaluatar to finding a well-qualified evaluator to’ undertake

~

the work. This section contains: (1) *a general discussion \
of problems in identifying',competent/evaluators, (2) presentation
\ \ :

. / e,

of three possible approgphes tp.j&dgipg the qualifications gf .
i LI : .o L, - .
ror staff of an evaluation agency, and - - :

# S

an individual eva1u§t0f

- -
vh ~ '

(3) discussion of p:oéedurél options_for selecting from‘aﬁong :
N . / . .- N

. & , .

qualifted evaluators. . N R ‘ .- n
. R e

Standards and Procedures for Negotiacion\aith an Evaluation .

. ’
v * - .

Contractor. 1In mésg.instéhcgsﬂ establishing ‘an evaluation

b e

PR

contract requires some ‘negotiation or clarification between

-~

Ve . . L s l




“ . - ’ " ‘evaluator and client., This section.deals with six relevant

. N § 1 . ' <
topics:’, (1) when to ihitigte nego'tiat'ons;\ (2) consideratio'y.‘l.s
- ' « . N . \

i 'v in agreeing on an evaluation-design; (3)\ how to planm the: .. -
® ° s::ope of work; (&) issue§ for discussion and mut\ﬁa agreement;l .
. o . L .
' o - parties to be involved in, the negotiation; and ( proc;durgs
"’ . ‘ for terminating negotiétiong. - ‘ ) et
@ - 6. Standardé apc}; Procedures for.Monit'oring an Evaluation Contract.

. ) . N o

Even after.an evaluation contract has ~§gen estiablished, it is

-, lmportant for’clients to monitor performance on the contract

r
b, . \

e N to*assure i:imgly performance and to avoid misundgrstandings
. o

vor digsatisfaction which might grow out of events reseen ) '

. . <

K <, ’ when the contract was initiated. This section lists the _

- basic tools for monitoring and briefly describes procedures

- 4 N "
V.o ’ . 'appropriate for use in modifying, re-negotiating or termi a?ﬁlg

*  contracts. N : ¢ ) .

”
o

o ) H. Applica’ti'ons of the Standards and Procedures to Sample Contracts.
. - e - 3
.« - This section is presented in the hope that sample contracts &

) " may help ilfustrate“t':he points and issues contained throughout
. ’ " !
® < 2 " this paper. Three contracts have been prepared. The-first

.
. .

. is a contract for the development of an evaluation d\s@,\ .
L . ) R - T -

. lﬂ The second is a contract for-the implementation of that design.
- r ' o .

. . LI . 8 .
Both of these contracts are comprehensive documents, written -

LN .

al style and with éach party's respon:sibiliti‘es “

¥ - [ «

Egé'il'ed. The third.contract is a simplified-version

.

Y . R Lt . .
. of\ th contract),~and -répresents a document which rould e
. ; N .
\_/ NI ‘ AT El ’
> serve.as an adequate contract' in many, pgr.hgpé mqu; ctrcumstahces.
N | , () : . .\ . >

«
- . I .
v L 4 . -~ ¢
. . ' *
- N r -
- .
. . o . , X

N 2 ~
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to evaluate an educational prograrm or project,

several prior decisions have been made.

program: (_i perhaps there is a legal requirement that\the program.be »

»
.

I

evaluated. \ha tever the rationale for &he décision, an

i)
.

is patently a necessdry precursor to an eﬁa}uation contraqt

‘Second, it evidently has been décided that the evaluatio

’

accomplished what it set out to accomplish in.the project) are les

\

suspect if conducted by external persbnnel. 'Concern for credibility.

l ]

objeetivity. of the evalnation. results likely have pnompted .the decislon

.

R
B ~ . . .

. ad "

of an evalluation contract would“s to sdggest thebzgtion of inyolvquht

of, an\exte nal .party, since only “‘the most pessimist

NI

,\ I

' require*contracts when the, evaluatien "is to be

>

s
. y

- L] . .
. -

_employed within® the.same institution. -

. . .
> . . [ Lt - /.
* v I3

.  When a client and/or evaluatSt contemplate(s) enterifig into a contract ¥ 1.:'

R SN .

to seek extetrnal ‘assistance. What ver the motivation contemplation
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it can be presumed that 0.
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are likely’to

conducted by individuals
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[\\ wish to ‘require delivery Qfﬂ% specified date as a requirement ‘for
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Third, it evidently has been decided that the evaluagion should be
conducted undeyr a contract oOr ‘some similar formalized agreement, rathet
Y ‘ . - .

than having the extsrnal evaluator proceed to carry out the evaluation
>

N -

with guidance only 'from whatever infodmal verbal or written dialogue-

may have occurred. Someone apparently has decided that clear, written &
-] ) . ) ) ° - :\‘
understandings of Ehe conditions under which the evaluation will be %
. \ ] o

*
-

carried out and of the expectations of allsparties will help avoi
& Y - *

e
. .

misunderstandings and disggreements concerning the conduct or results of

. . . ) .
the evaluation. An administrator who has never yet received an eéaluation ke

report in time for use for the decision for which-it was intended may ) ’

N . ~ . .

full = "

~gayment'50£ the evaluator's services. Or, an evaluator Vﬁés 1ast -
[ ro. . -i

: . ‘. Y R . . - '
evaludation report was rewritten by chgg;kxent (with removad®of all . -
‘: + Y ¢ . -

* negative findings) before presentation to the fundimg agenqj may wish to

Y . -

* . ' . ) ) \ N r - ) .
. st1pulate11n a formal contract that no changes be made in the évaluation ’

i S . . . ! -
report without express ‘copsent of the guthors. “.Perhaps it has been

B .

3 * . ) . . LT A
+ concluded that, even among administrators and esaluators,with the highest
e o : S 2
. . . . '\ v . . N RN . . .‘
possible professional standards and ethics, conflicts can and do arise ‘
—

which Gould have Been.largely ayoided had there been better documentation 4 .
/ . o o ', ' R A s
‘ . - N . ;-
of shared understandings concerning important procedures for completing
[} . ./ . .
. . . ,
the evaluation. .

The basic thesis of the later sections from which this condensation

- is drawn is that the use of evaluation contracts is advisable when.
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o

"evaluatians are to be conducted by persons external to the institution

responsible for the program to be evaluated (or, in larger instiqutioef
. S0 . , ~ ' . ' ‘
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,:diveiy with the, following types'of critkria:

suchoas large universitles, by persons exfernal to the unft or department

~ A, q,;} R
%esponsiﬁle\Ybr the program)n "The fationale presented in thealater sections.

. Sl A o .
<ot
has lad the authors to propose a set of criteriﬁ to assist administrators |,

- . .

and evaluators as they think about whether to set up an evaluation'contract
N ' » ‘ -

»
.

v N . 7 3 .. .
and, if so, how+to go about {t., These criteria are summarized in this

section in the form of a checklist. A flowehart, in thch the major

’
- t - ’ . e

points.of the checklist are translated into a pictorial sequence of events
} B R

and decisions is also included. ] -

[y

A. Users Guide to the Checklist ) ’

PR

Before presenting the checklist, it may be helpful to discuss briefly
- e ' ’ <, a o -,
its{structure, who might use it, when, and for what. .
Firstz the checklist contains seven sub-sections whigh deal respec-
{ , . .

¢

- v [y

. oo, am~ A2 “,
- 1. Criteria for detdrmining when to condpct én’evaldétign .
s . v ' )
2. Criterla for determining whether to ‘contract with dn o
external contractor :
- - . o .
.o 3. Criteria .to consider when selecting an evaluatdr
4. Criteria for selecting among procedural options for
*.letting a contract
» "5, Criteria to consider when using a Request for Proposals
ot ! ' ) l ‘
6. Criteria for use in negotiating the contract
— 7. Eritertffor use in monitoring the contract.’

.

Different sections of the checklist will.be usefulAto different

. . ]
¢

individuals'end“groups fosjgifferent purposes. “Among the more’ 6bvious

.

users would be those listed belowy




. Ve Fundlng age ey Dersonnel (e g., ?erSOnnel in a State Department of’.

r.ducation Office \of Federal Drograms) ,\would likely find all seven sections . .

. } . . t '
£ the cpécklis; v&seful as .they disc'harge, their compr/e'(ensive responsi~ . -

4 \ R . ’ \ -y . S
® “bilities. ~Section:kon'e could serve to assist in degisions about which & ~ | =
A * . .

»

L3

ation. Use of sectien

[
’

“decisioh.about whether’ evaluation shou? be

4 Y

or externally to the agency conducting the program& i

, P . r¢
‘

) ) ~ : , . .
become involved i establishingl\ the evaluation contracts

N . - " . " - R4 -~ ' . .. Lo .
® directly @>well as,cdses where they a551st uca\tional administrators to
- ¢t . ’ ",

\programs (é.g., ESEA |

"+ arrange evaluations mandated under tifled fund
. ___,-—-\ [}
\’F\lclewl’) but left to t}ie dlscr.etlon of the dist:
¢ ¢ '\

P

ict to arrange.
i b o
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4

for :fﬁnding agency

useful in a manner paralle\ 'tq‘:ltbé_t;;ldescribgd abox;‘

. . A . & -
® . personnel (with the. except on of the proviso relati

td assisting .

s

educational administr‘a(tors)\.‘ In short, whenever a prdgram or project'is .
. . .

v "in need of a summative evalqatioﬁ, the entire checklist
e S : ) Voo ) T, ) PN ' ..

) "~ useful to an administrator rl:sponsible for identifying tha\best evaluation .
v . . M ! ‘\ ) ’ \ B ~ o
help poésible‘ to carry out the‘\evaluation. ' \ o B

N ) " - - = ‘ \ ’ ’ \ ., . \ -
. Educational evaluators would have some interést in sections o’Qe, two,

et 7 \r\,‘ . L N SN
o and .four and would provide the data on which' judgments ‘in section threé

! ; ) -
~ t

would be made. However, active participation and use of the-checklist
1 i T \ R » .' . X3
» by the evaluation contractor would involve sectioms five-through seven, S

’
. V-

o - which bear directly on planning ‘and. conducting the evaluation. :
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How to use the checklist. The checklist is largely self-explanatory. .

_Users would notmally proceed through the relevant sectign(s) of the

:0r each criterion listed.

‘, 4 . N Al .

checklist, checking a single response optiza

K ¢

LI A

\ . . .. . .
. At the end of.each,section there‘is 2 summary qhestion which, shottld be

. . \ . . N

answered on the basis of the responses .to the prev1ous questlons in that :
] ¢ . ~ :. - ~ N
. section. It shéuld be noted that @o formulae or rules are prov1ded for

. i

how one draws the,summary_gudgments for each sectdon of the Chgckllst, tol. )

~ - \

o-. N
. - . -, ., by

. The checkllst is proposed as an. a1d to, and not a- substltute»for, . -
- .

[ I
*
Ve .

professioral judgment. In the autHbfsQ*judgmentb attempted ryles or -
N - Y s R . on, < J. ,

¢ ’ N . . .3 © : <,
algorithms £or summaflzlhg cr1ter1a'for—each‘section.koﬂld result in a

. ' 12y

mechanistid approach that would ill.serve, the purpose-for which it-is’ "+
. NN ST . X . o ; TR -

A2

- ‘.’ Y
This caveat notwlthstandéng, ip cases whére sevetral persons

- . [

?

'judgment.

aaply the checkllst to common entitles; it may be 1mportant to agree on_ "

€ M . 0 - e

. .

. . e >
- -

commpn interpre:ati

. [

and weighting among crlterla/befbre aggregat;ng i

. o’ L M St .. .
individual judgmént Cfoss.raters. Eo . R
> . °y - * 4 .

. - . .< . 4 N
. Y

. Two bther factofs,shodld also be’nbted First, it is not‘assumed St
, " \’ ‘0":
’, » . - . .
'tnat aLl users will have at therr fingertips aLl the informatlon heCessary

s 2 4
. . 0 P ‘Av

to answer each.questlon in the checkllst (e g., questlons degllng w1th -

B . o - s LA I 1

the adequacy 6f the methodological background oﬁ a prpspeCtive evaluator),,.

. ’ - oL ™ "
‘A

. N
P

. * ":(_.
It 15 hoped that those wha need a351stance wlll turn to others w1th .

S
, .
. » o 4 >

,xnown expertlse in,;elevant areds swhetd qpestdons requrre knowledgq

L
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qeyond that oossessed<by the user. If such heiv is unavallable,,thé -

N / . . i ,‘ \.' v

lhe/rfsk of 1nclud1ng some )

« ..

qdestlon may slmplv have ’ to, go

.

unanswered
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i .~ v e e L e

questions whicn cannot always be answered unequlvocaily seems Iess,
) “’ . Y . .’ ) .’v - v '
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intended. 3Each*ﬁser must accept respbnsibillty for h15~0?/her own * e

.
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'. . however, than that of oinktmg the con51derat10n from the checklist »* -
A é . i
. a . , " . ‘ . v .
'si.uiply bécause obtaining an énswer to eth 4 q'n.*estion is sometime’s s
[} . ’ . * . . e %0 .
n—;. ) - L4 ' * . ) )
N * diffieult, ‘ ' A : . - ’
> ., T ~ / e . . :
® ( j . * Second, the several sectiomns of /the.checklist-teal with different Jr
./ 8 v . Y S / - . .
" . considerations, making it a‘.nappropriate to reduce all sections to a’ .
. ‘~;' ' N
i completely con31st:e‘nt format. In some sectlons, one item of nqeess:.ty
. ? . - S \ ' .
® . . l'ead‘s t@ another in s;rlct sequence, whereas other sectlons contaln
- . ¢ " . e . © * -
P . : “
. . prozj‘;les?,of .ite.ms which coul,d .be easily answered in orders ofher than
T S . A - . i . - i
’ v that in which ‘they are/presented, 'These format changes should not
- D L - N A v
@ . .. > detract from the checklist if prospective users remind themselves ‘that
, - 1, . - . . . . . ~) A, - i
i . the criteria aye intended to prompt thought dbout”important aspeéi.ts of
contracting” for evaluations and facilitate.decisions about that ‘process .
.o - ) . ‘ ‘ ) . C .o e
o . _ _and-'are not ,intended to produce a "score.” . e .
. f . . . - : ) '." ) . . N ’
PR ~ B. CHeckllsq ot \tlterla for{fE(raluation Contracts A oo
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. . "xe tomolet:e checkllst is presented below followed by the translatlon
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T , + CHECKLIST: . Section One: Criteria for Determining ‘ .
R . S " When tb Conduct an Evaluation’ - S -
.. . PR ,: - ' ooy o . . ' P : a7
. 4 : N con ‘ v Check one for each itém
' ( ) ] - . ; Yes ™. - - No
. » ) . . . N . . . i [ . . . B 3 .
i € -, 3
‘ oL L Is there 2 legal requirenient to evaluate ’ . ' :
R the program ? Qf yes, initiate.the ) -
N evaluatlon, 1f no;’ go to Item 2 below ) : )
‘; ‘e R . °
4 ) ‘. ' - ; D '.Z/‘\
L . . o
'. ’; < . :,,
v »* . . “. ’ .- ) I " .
2. Is there a decision to be made for - o N
‘ which gvaluation information would be . . o T
) 4 relevant? (If yes, go.to Item 3; if no, ‘ PR ..

o L - evalgation‘is inappropridte and you ‘'should . R . ¥
+" discoaftnue fucther use of this checklist.) . .~ = [ . ¢ %‘é‘;‘g\'

e R . k
o
- o -
7 o~
» .
» ‘ ~ , -
"~ N
3 - N N <
* 3 - v, N »
o . - =
. »
g . e »
M ot K . . . - R ~—
e ., - .
‘ . .

A T - L iikely that the evaluation will providel. o o ‘ ’
‘ A, . . dependable-information rélevant to the : ' '
) .o dec151on to be made? (If yes, go td‘Ytem o

[ I " 4 if ho, dlsconﬁnue Y < © -
- 2! e o ;” ) ¢ . l ‘% ] .
- a “ . . Y ”
: . - ; ‘ : » f Al
’ . \ 14 . Yo ¢ * ) 3, 7z /7 ) .
A S U W111 ,the démsmn be made exc'luswely ou - L ,
© ., other bases and uninfluenced by the . . R U g :
P ® evaluation data? (f yes evaluatmn is v : - )
\' ' % - superﬂuous dxscontnnue, if no, initiate .
6 : evaluatton.)~ S o
(SUMM‘ARY TOSECTION ONE: .~ © &' ., . S ,
® B .[Based on questxons 1-4- abo‘ve, should an : R ‘ . . )
’ v evaluanoq be conducted? (If, yes, proceed ~ - L

use of th1s checkhst.) A ‘ >

toqhecklist section 2; if no; d1scor,1t:1nue=.r o \ 1 S R




CHECKLIST " Section Two Crxteria for Determining Whether to ‘ R
Contract Wxth an External EValuabor . ‘

' LT . ‘ e Check one for each item
. , ) \ ‘ Yes No

Ry

T

o “ 1,. Is there a legal' requirement that the evaluation
. be conducted by an outside agency ? (U yes, )
et " initiate the contract; if no, go'to Item 2.) - . *. .

-, 1

’

»
o~ / . : . ’

'Y : . . .
G~
» * ¢ - )
. .

4

2, Are financial resources avaxlable to support N
: a contract for -an external evaluation ? (If . )
." - yes, proceed to Item 3; if no, conduct the . s .
oL evaluation internally and dxscon’anue use ° . . .. .o
' of this ‘checklist. ) ' T 1 4 1 ,
o A '
. ¥

\
~

A

-

U3, 'Aée credxbxhty and obJectxwty of concern , - : R PO
" to the audiences for which the evaluation is : S
conducted”? -(E yes, proceed to Item 4; if "o

no dxscontmue) P ) \ \ / | , %5

“ A
o L

T . . Y
7 . ../ :. ) . ’ . . .

. 4, Is ther\e an exterbaﬁ contractor possessing - o .

" the necessary. technical competence who is S i d

available and willing to do the. evaluation 7% - ’ : '

(If yes, initiate the contract; if no, conduct -~ ° ot SR o

the study internally, but recogmze the loss ‘ S RN

— ‘- of credxbxhty and objec'avxt}f Yo Ao . ‘ . ) ) .

%

N '

) . . ¢ ‘ ' .,
) .[SUMMARY TO SECTION TWO: ~ | . - .
C L‘\j Ba's_ea on questions -1-4 abofe, should this ’ '
. evaluation be contracted with an external \ . ,
. ’ evaluator?- (If.yes, proceed to section three - T
*7 . |of'the checklist; if no, discontinue its use. )
‘\

EC\ ! “#Further detail on this'criterion,ivill]be providé’d;&:i. a ‘subsequent secti \n’o?"‘this checklist.

; ..'7-- R ‘ [.' ‘(v ‘ . ) |

|t
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: CHEC!\LIST Sectlon Three: CrltematoC.onsmerWhen_ T
Selectmg an Eva’lhator L '

e
“ '

o (Each item Yelow xs\wrltten to apply to an,individual. ‘If the potent1a1 contrﬁgtor isan **
agency the question’should be re-cast«accprdmc‘ly ) B o <
) t ’ Contractor appears to be:
o ‘ ’ (Check one for each 1tem)
P \ , t N X , “Cannot I -/ Not.
s ‘ ' 1 Well ¢ Determine © Well’ »

' Qualified | Qualifiéations |\! Quahﬁed
1.  To what extent does the formal training 6f . ' . )
the ppbtential contractor qualify' him/her to. . 1ot
conduct evaluation studies ? (Con51der : . N -
items such as.major or minof degree :
specialization; specific courses or course .
sequences in ‘evaluation methodology; .

quahLicatlons of persons with whom

L4

N ‘training was taken, .if such quahﬁcatlons M S .
- are known.) . i S’
2. To what extent does the previous evaluation : co
. experience of the potential contractor- ! -
o . . « gyalify him/her to conduct evaluation - . ) - CRL ‘ -
g . studies? (Con51der items such as length 2 RN \ : -
" of ex’perlence relevance of exgenence ) - ’
. 3. To, wPat extent does the previous performance ‘ T N
of the potential evaluation contractor qualify - N N
him/her to conduct evaluation studies ? I B ' .
e o (As jt dged‘by work samples-or fefererfce‘s). ) i . ,“\
| W s N i , y
. C - ! @ e
°® JMMARY TO SECTION THREE: | XY - R
"|Based on questions 1-3 above, to what extent is . - . ' '
the potential evaluation contractor qualified to ' 1o . -
, [Gbnduct evaluation studies ? If ''well qualified, '" ;7 4 ;
Y . yjproceed to subsequent sections of this checklist.’ R ¥ '
If "not well quahfied " discontinue consideration ‘ :
_..|of this contractor. "If "cannot determine qualifi- . '
\. Hoations" on basis of initial information, seek | / A{ ‘
additional information and/dr assistance from “,-_ . b IR ,
o . ‘ tolleagues with expertise in|evaluation to make “\\ . "y s
, : thxs critical 1udg:ment : ' .

hOTE A neutral category has been included i tLiS seotion of the checklist because informati
«mma ly available about potential coantractors ay'be msuf:ﬁcient to permit unequivocal

njents to be made on this Himension. \ 1 . .
o

\
4
|




CHECKLIST‘ S\ectxon Four: Crlterla for Selectmz Among ‘
‘Procedural Optlons for Lettmg Contracts e Lo -

4

N . . . a N

- . . Lot . S Lo . 0 Check one for each item
A

: L o o Aes I . No
Ve s ’ - "'x ‘ g . - / ) . -! Wl ‘.-x-‘
) 1, Is there a legal constramt agamst sole source .. / . , - o ' R ’
i . contracting ?. (If yes, chscontmue use of tb.ls . / oo S }
4 - _section of the checklist and go-to Item 4 below, e . BT
' '4\ ifno, goonto Item 2.) . N A R I

2. \ Is there an evaluation contractor who meets

the criteria in checklist three,-who is,
interested in this evaluation, and whose

. Se vices are desired by the client?, (If yes,

v go to Item 3; if no, oo 4o Item 4,) : .
~\ s Havé such a large number of contracts-been // , \ . 1 - -
) ‘ let~to this same contractor that "erenyism" - ' . A R PR
‘ may be a danger? (If'yes reconsider;Item 2 ' ) Se Q' -
® above for, 2 new contractor; .if no begid . N o
NN \ ecotla'aons ) L ’ L . i )
- 4.  Are'the financial resonrces\avaﬂable for T " ‘ o ol
- : -this evaluation sufficient to warrant the cost g * \ ? .
; * of an,RFP? (If yes, prepdre an RFP; ifno -* . ' :
o - | - use synopsis review approach to, ﬁnd a v < T BTN B
CL e smta.ble contractor. ) I R S boo b :
L n g T T
, o - Do, . oL R 2'\V"°
b ; RS . : . ¢ . Mov .
L. 4 . . . - R N . . . . ’
. ¢ v R , l . . ’ " ‘
L SUNIVI.ARY TO SEC"I‘IO\I FOUR T SR RS ..
o Based on.questions 1-4 above Whlch of the . Sole Sourc'e COntract
' ‘ foﬂowmz procedural options do you select . ‘ b R -
® T o for letting the evaluatlon contract?s (Bmef D Request i’or Pfoposals
' o definmons of optlons appear beIoW’ on, t]ms .
L page.) , “ o S e E] Synopszs Revrew Approach
' . (If g, ore"c" is cho*seq, go to sectxon arx of EEEER RS '~: o 7& St ‘
® €. ‘ this, checklist; if ¥b'" ts chOsen g0 40 section N , et W
) five of this checklist. ) i - <. N A ; {
~ . ’ _‘ ' R i . > - ”-.. ‘.‘ o 1' ’ V \
- ,’.é\‘ . o _ “a L . S .‘;“
\@le <ourae = contractor 1denhﬁed solely on the basis of rmown quahf" atxon to conduct N
IR e evaluatxon stud1es Y N \\
o N ‘o . . E L ; e\
) Request for Proposals = contractor 1dent1ﬁed on the basrs of a detailed ropgsal for Lt;r
’ conduct of the evaiua'aon, subrmitted. m an open conpetition for .the f..onf.r t;}

ps-rs Rev1ew Approach contractor 1dent1ﬁed fin the bapls of br1 fioutline of 1yh J
the evaluation smdy WO d b‘e condu d /and (2) evalyator qﬁahﬁca 1ons
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c.” the specxﬁt: prpducts expected o R B
. the evaluation? v - - ,.‘ e )
= 0 S I N N . ]
- d. ‘the nesources avaxlable for the L.~
* evaluahonz I L ST
~— ! . . ﬁ‘." ' B ’ . .
A -3 the constr'amts Whlch Would affect the IR
evalpatu)n? ; : C : SRENEA i
LYY - ., i ’ M
— T -
2. Ifmethodoiog;xea.l restnctlons e.g., ) P I

et ,?4. Has ‘the panel estabhshed cmtena fort

.o R ]udgmg the proposals? . A

' .' . - " T % )
Ce s Are theér cmterxa mcluded in the RFP?

' ' N N N . :

‘ - o~ " '
- , 5" ‘\(ﬁ ] . . s - »
, ‘. a o " -
~ \-\ - ' . ’) ) . Y7 . N »
S » CHECKLIST Sectmn'Fwe Critera to. Cbnsxder When
e e a3 Usmg_an RFP - :
4 - ‘ / N
/ . N :/ l' l"_ . .
¢ 2 :"‘ ) ; , *
' ’ ’ PR AU S i :
te IR . { -5' R i < 7 . ® ’ ¢
1. Does the RFP- mclude TR , : L
. A - ) ! ~ * '
a. am adequate desc rxpnon of the context ifr - ' ' c
" which the évaluatmtr 1s to'take place?” . .
b. clean sta,tements of the purposes and . e
. . characteristics of. the prOJect to be// L ) i ¢
d evaluated? = - 7, e o DA e ) v
"4 . . Ao N Lt \

L3 '.

restrigtions-6n sampling) are essential,
are they mcluded in the RFP ?\ .

B

. Has,,é.epanel been selected* for nevi‘e}zijhg‘ L
. thé'pr‘opos'als received ?

‘: 0 NE S

-.‘ . '\ ' 4 ot \

SUMMARY '1\0 s}:_c'nov FIVE PR

proceeq to section” st

Qf the\checkli,s
0

no re—wﬁrxte RTP)« .
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' X

n

Negphafmg the\Contract

design'is appropriate;,
»scheduled bo occur id '

orz

.

Check oéne for pach item

~Y es

._J
v

2=

" *No

collechon of data (conce)
cof those who are to participat )
advance of the introductiongf the tréatment?.

3.

Iinecessary, are the negotia’cmns scheduled - s,
. tooccur in time to permxt the development,”
tryout, .analysis, and-revision of mstruments
prior 't their first intended use? ¢ .

-
Ed

. ’
. SR T S
. . - 3
¢ ie 5
AR 3 B
Vo
1 .
. e vy ‘4
te
. .,

... one of the following: preparation of des1,gn "

Have adequate prowsmns been made for the,

development of an evaluahon de51gn through
¥

for ‘set fee; preparatlon of de51gn as the’

Afirst phasé of the cont;act* ‘on pr paratmn

of dqmgn under an injtial’ con‘trac , w1t.h a, }

separate cqntract for 1mplemejt1 the desuz:‘n v

«

. Does the negotiated Scope: of«Work mclude- 3
D a. the procedui'es 5 be employed by’ the
“~‘evaluator 4nd a time, schedule for their |

i‘ L ] : T

o -perfommce? g

" be expected from the evaly

adequate descriptions of

\ tion ‘and’ :
deadlines for their delivef§i? * 7| .

, ' has been fulfilled ?

c. . contract -

criteria for judging that Qﬁ
S

L4

Have the negqtiations dealt tﬂ the
respective responsibilities o the chent

o v 7 . -

and contracto,r contErmng : Y S

! \ I .
a. the ulenh icatio of thf obJectwes of L
the {nquiry !

e products to - N /
[
[

"b. data acces&?\

t 9 - \ . ~, '
\ 77- LA . ¢ \ ~
. |l T * ‘I
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i o \\
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* ' [Based on que ions ‘117 above,

A S e

. ' L Ya D
Are the audxences of the; evaluatmn
S report(s) identified.2. ;;1, #

"Check! on(e for each item
Yeé N “No

T

8. Have negotiations concernmg pote/{ha:l
g + conflicts of mterest‘ ‘taken place ?

9.  Has the issue Qﬁz"plggybaclqgg" other «
_research intetests-been discussed ?\

~

10.. Have the copyhght ‘ahd publicAtion - Ne o)
rights issues been thoroughly,

s, egplored and mutuélly agre dypon" . °

’ 1‘1. "Has an ag;éemen,t copcemmg the .
. rLghts of. pnor rev1ew of reports.been
L ‘reached 2. A AR

"*12.. Has an adjudiéation procedure beenn -
. " 'established? - .

3
"{3. Has-4 basis for payment been - ., -

estabhshed ? e

: ,Have the primary n,egotlators E’een " v
.~ . identified? - Ty

. 15 Have those who will be affected. by the’ "
\ .evaluation been invited to particigate -

]

N , at a,secondary level in the negotiations,
. '~ " atleastby representation? .

“Has & time and resource limjt for N
negou\aﬁons been.set b mutual agreement?

- 17, \ If the negotiations have not been success-
lly concluded with the time and resou
\ its sef, has a Second potentfal . 1:\
contr actor been 1d§nt1ﬁed? (R fer to. 1‘
chec st\&echdn three. ) - P

(.\

-c\ “:

Sy i e », P ‘

< ! - . | «
. . ' .
S , e ..
i * )
. ol
. i Lo < N
D 1

SU\/tMARY 'Ib SECTION SIX- ‘l

\

ave neﬁ&txah
been sufficiedly successfu; to warrant létting”:
“lcontract or coyitracts for chomplishmbdt of t;héﬂ
Tevaluation design and.conduct of the evaluatlon/ﬂn
. |(f.yes, sign! \contract if no, returntos
{four Jznd use to find another contrac;br. )\ j

’

\\’ N
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. ‘. attempta resolution? HaVve the. resalts of that.
= -meeting been documented" . R .
v ; , ‘o » ‘e A o — . /
5. /I' If the 'd).spute cannot, be resglved among k : E
‘ ;!\' / parties .td the contract, hae the adj‘udxca't on
\« 1 process been invoked ? 3 \ Lo . ,4 ’ "\ bk
I \IT -~ : i m'lf‘ T l\ : ]

-, . . CHECKLIST: Section Seven:’ Ctritei'ia for Use % *
" Monitoring the,'{Cbhtract ‘ . Y

[y

AN

, P ‘.,

4 . . . - N

A .
& .

1. Have procedures for momtormg the’ progress of '

¢ the work.béen- agreed \Ipon, i~e., have ' - t
milestone’ temew pomts and Iif'oduct de dhnes v b
* been clearly set? . - -

s I . . .
‘}‘ L . . N L]

¥ T T T p= -
- . -

2. If‘&rcumstahces are dlfierent thdn those :
anticipated in the eontz!act has a’ renegétxétxgn o
+ occurred - ’ \,\" . e
: - § d’ N R o c e ‘ ¢ .
3. If renegonatmn ;was ndt possxble has a mumally °

N L s’afxsfactory agreement to term.mate the' contraQt ‘
beeu reachgd ¥ . ’ &7 Q

.
- - r
t » : . .

Ay o

T ~
.
(RS ~ . -

. 4. If a.dispute emsts Have the two parties met to .

§ “Based on qhestions 1— %
ewalua;tLon prac_e@dmg inla




. C.” A Flowchart of E'ventﬁ' i ' ‘ R R '

% v - .- ,
" In the previous s'e?:gioé““of whis pa_per, .t:he. complet:e checiél'ist: O .
N - . . % L ] ! .
: ’ f/" . relating t:o cont:ract st:andarcf% ar;d pr.océdunes was' presented. In the ' @ '
® . N . followin‘g éaggs, that chec}clist: has been t:ransf;or(fnecl i_ntg a flc;wchart:
. @ ’
o v to clarify the timihg énd sequence of the events in the ﬁreparation i

.
.

oL of an evaluation contract. . ’
o ! ' v
P . \ * . .
@ _ The symbols used in this flowchart are'as follows: o
. . ~ - . v '

.

(] Rectangle -- an event v

S - y @ ' Diam?nd'—- a deci‘sion‘p’oigt: .
o . : b

[

- 1 O Oval "-- a t:erml‘at:lon. point for goifg through the flowchart

Y

‘ !

. . Iy
e O Circ]xe -~ a con inuation or_ t:ransfer point

O Hexag n -- end P dduct desired ) . ,
v / | N : Co -
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® .7 <+ +II. RATIONALE aAND DISCUSSION RELEVANT TG' THE\DEVELOPMENT OF -
R »"*- STANDARDS AND, PROCEDURES FOR EVALUATION CONTRACTING .

The remainder (and bulk) of this. paper contains. (1) a hore cofn‘piéte

K J S .presentation of the standards and pro,cedures presentéd in the previous

‘e Loy -
. “, \ B N

) .section, and (2) t-he extgansive ra,tionaleﬁand discuSs:.on which supports
¢ " :‘P’: ¢ EY - - ’ ‘

' ‘._.,tho'se standards and —procedures.. Alth{ougﬁ Lhe previous 'section may suffice-
A ‘ ) - L ’
® '~ ' for many.users who require only an overview of the material sufficient to

v N " . . . ~ 4 . . . -
. . f . 4 0

- P - -~

o allow thém to .appl~y it, other users }na'y ‘iwisﬁh ‘more detail'. This would be °
, .- v(' l(‘
» - ; true for persoﬁs .who.wish (l) to attain more understanding of the

® . < ,concepts ‘implicit in‘the standards and procedures, or (2) to, probe the
. ' - L4

o rationale on which they ‘star}d. The, remainder of this paper is prOV1ded

. . . ’ . +
. < /

iy _t’o' satis'f& both of these needs. | ' TP .

o - *. N\ - o - \I , ‘ .
\.‘ I . \ . " A, Uses of .Educatiohal EvaluXidion ¢

* . . . S .‘
e - ’
' ' . . ho o
. . ~ The need forg‘,evaluation has so often tak'en the forn of.an unreasoned

» e, . *»

. o

", ‘ m-ei'o'nal'e for eval‘ ti?n° has bee argued at, some‘length in previous

$

>

¢

oo seminal- writings on evl‘luation (e. g\., tr en 19675 Stake, 1967 and

L

®. - R Stufflebeam, 1968) an heed\not be rep! at d\here. It may be useful

e basic purposes of - -* "

7 . » .
H “ *
.

"K .

: . i v .
FE condycting evaluation tudi\es and somé\simple‘ initions 'of how terms
¥ . - . )

‘_.,_3.’& o A L A \ -
““ , -will be used in thils paber.  '- -,
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project, product; or ancess.4
‘ scandards for Judglﬁg ‘effectivenes$ or quality and whegher cho
Ve . ~“~” e

standards should bq%relatlve or. absolute, (2) collection inthe
\

5,‘ T g-e

s

apply qp programs already in exiStence or tag the potential utllity

PR I3
N ’ -

:ot proposed alternatrve programs or, pproaches. RN

-

- Thé (ostensible) purpose for. which evaluation is- norma&ly condudted

4 L)
. ‘ »

s to determlne the worth or value of an’ educatlonal program in order to

improve'it. .This requires fot only that informatidn beﬂcollected in

- M d . -

relation to. speleled criteria or standards, but also that it be collected

” ' ’
RS

g relatlve o a clearly articulated declslon or set of decision alternat1ves.
e e
. . i
- Evaluation should d1scriminate among successful and unsuccessful programs .

. ] . L] L4
~ ' ° .

| and among etfective and 1neffectivevproducts and procedures within thema\

. » t

This discrlmlnative fungtion of, evaluation should a551st gducatlonal

i . L )
. 4, .

adminlstxators in maklng various declslons about whatever 1§’being evaluated,

14 3

sﬁc& as the following (l) detisfons about’ which programs are sufficlently
; ] } A ) P - . & C! ’ .
empf\ry o’ warrant statewide\d1Ssemination orqwhich pnoducts are
' ’ ed‘ % A
’ effective enough to warrant thetr use in’ other pro%rams, (2) detisions% .

('~

\
about which aspects of a programvare most it need of improVemenﬁ and which

& \ Joxd \;‘

' alternatlve approach seems most likely to' lead to significant improvemen;,

5 , \ N

\ \
< [

%The discussion An the remainder of this paper is intend d to apply
" equally to' evaluatlon of educational programs, projects, produéts and processes—-
indeed, any object of an educatlbnal evaluatipn. HoweveP to avoid tedlouse
@edundancy, only one term {e g., “progran’) will generally be used hereafter:
in each example gr concept presentéd. The other possible dbjects.of educa—
tional evaluation can be as ed to. be irdcluded by implication.x

ERIC 37 .0
= | | N




i ¢

) - . *
t;i.ve.‘. and summative. Eormati,ve eva'luation simplyi

P

z
~ L P} ‘- o=
~

eyaluat}.on that 1s cpnducted during t,he operation of a progr

> ’ 5 \ ot A . ! N . o
‘l

press pur ose of providing evaluative. information to program "

S0 1nspeétion by ;xperts, pllot tests with small numbers of children 'field

I,. N d
Ve t .
’ - ] . 3 .

v [ ’

ve o0 - ;:ests with larget numbers of children and teachers z.n several schools,

| . e aBd so forth Each. 'of” thege steps woﬁld result in nmned-iate feedback o
-~ . "" - .. . . s ' . e 0

e N ‘to the developers who wou'ld‘ .use the information to ‘make necessary RN .

- of T R :
) : i revisions in the materi_als. In formative evaluation,

*

he audience for

-~

. Al ] / N .
+ the evaluation report: comprises personnel in the progr
® - . those who §7ere responsible for developing the curriculum.

--in our example,

‘Formative - -

i ’ evaluat-i’dn leads to (er should lead to) decisions about program develop-
. . . ‘ ¥ . 1 .

- ment- (includingﬂmod‘i,fication, revision, .and the J:ike). Lo e
N v \ ~
- \ 3‘ N

' . -
- »

e .. . . Summative evaluation is evaluation conduct:ed for the e&{press purpose :
- * . N = :
L ’ ‘of-judging the worth or ‘effectiveness :0f that program'bfor potential users,
‘ .- . . ’
‘ §. ' for whorn it: -Has been dé\/eloped,t after the development: is completed or
A M, ‘ qq? b . v
.; e “§ . examplem after the curriculylmthkage is cpmpletely déveloped) a summatlve
N o § - » T n"' a i .
AN .
SN evaluation might‘be conducted“ to determine hp& effeetive the package is
- . .A!‘\,;m ! ,‘3: N S‘_‘ RIS 5'?' O v 5 R ) ‘ s " .
RS \k'g,-;ﬁ:: with a national §ample of typical schodls, teachers, and ‘Students'sat the.
: SN F o - . . O .
[ c‘ 'Ia":\ ~ - < ~\ :_ “ 2 . . ¢ -
@ ery g L r which 1t was developed In summative evaluati,on the aud1ences
3

,
o ,'. . Ce . . g \/

° o t.lf ~

§0r the valuatqon report ‘1nclude the potential users. (student:s, teachers, .

’ . ) o .

x, * N “
i :‘\ . . amd ot\l'fer: professionals) and the’ srurce of fundi,ng (taxpayer or funding
., ‘: N R < “ " ‘o )

“'_\ SR aagency) ) &g well as program personnel Summat,ive evaluation leads to
oo . - v . : N :
Q ¢ sy ) O ..' . Lo - E . u ’ r' A

. \s‘g . . ~.\ * ";‘ L © 'e‘ ﬂn\ . }
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“. any edupathnal program, since decis1ons need to be made durfng th% B

~ wvain.

o

» terminated,

.
* \ fo ‘ A
. .- P

expﬁndad etc.

.
" LY st -
‘ ‘e \ 5

Ic: should ‘be apparent % this differentiation that~formative and‘

¥ 3

.

n

summative evaluation are,both essential to sen51b1e déci

N ’

ision making about.
w -~ . o

..

K] f"
h1 P , &y

'I ! L
developmental stage of a pfpgram to improve, help, and strengthen it and

¥ - . - '

aa”the end of one (or more).cycle oﬁuthe program to 3udge its final,
M
wbrth and impact nd determine 1ts-ir

- e by,

\
ture.; Unfortunately, far.too many

educdtors overlook the 1mportance of formative evaluation and_ focus only
¢ ~ RS

- . . ‘” . .
. “ 2
on‘a’ summative evaluation at the end of the program. fﬁSugh an’ ovepp!gﬂi

, &

<

" <

E

‘1}?

. .
""\

is myopic, s1nce formative evaluation data collected’ eafly

i} w

] a program into more productive directions so that time, money”gnd all typesf i

Ak

‘f

of human and matexial J

?

esources have not been expended on, the program in

¢\

. ¢ ¢

It is little help to in@rdduce evaluation only when the project

« has teached or qearly reached completion.

q -~

It may simply be too lates

. .9
' ¢ v

- . e e W ! ¢
) e '“ﬂ

-

.« . M 2 - e,

to .save it.
’ '. N ¢ . L . s
., . > . A - ‘., J R
Despite the 1mpontance of formative evaluation, it w %:l)g%& be .
o - | . 9 ‘S&‘K
o"§7

“ discussed.rurther 1d ‘this papez.: That is/not becadse it lafks

»

~ ‘ %
1mportance (for ds noted above, good fomat;ﬂﬁ?ﬁW§gﬁhcton may be in .

&
:5 ¥ ‘“ .“ﬁ,&v ~ :" om
many ways as Trucial or even more crucial than Summative‘evaluation to{w@

coy. \

4 Y o

v .

the over l success of a program), but beéﬂuse formative, evaluation is ™

r
0

seldom contracted‘for S? outs1de agencies or indiyiduals.

Typically,

. e i

1

o

-

-

fg{mative evaluatian studies which have béen conductpd in‘Alaska have, -

ix .

‘help re—dhannéﬁ?gw -

been oérformed by staff/members of the program involved--i e., they

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

R

-

have been internal evaluations.

- Ai‘ i

‘Evaluation contracts areltypically nade
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.,\_ - ’ - with persons or agencies external to t,he program, and in. almost every
/ 3 g . . <

\ : T _ : A
.instance these ‘evawluatio,ns have been for summative evaluation activities.

>

5

* L4 - 4
» . . -

_.Therefore, the fogcus of this paper .is e};c'lusive’ly on summative evaluations ’

. - * . . AN

' ¥ o 2 - s . .
) - " contracted to coutside agencies or individuals. The term evaluatdion .
) ‘;. ’ -“ 4 - A ’ ' » ° R
e, " shall be used in the remaindex of this paper in the circum'scribed sensé
N . . nor .
. ';\_ . S .'\ , N [\ ‘_
e ! to of re.ferring only to summative evaluation unless speciflcally noted .
., v ) v“ . . " R , PO .
® - . - ‘,otherw:.se.. N S TN S L . e
. . N . .. ’ ¢ ° ¢ :‘ . - ~
. . . . . - . S l N 2
v . . . . . . ’
. © + B. ‘Conceptual Issues in Determining When Evaluation is Appropriate

-

. , considering when it is appropriate\ fo
' a e ! N

» 1 )

.. . to initiate an evaltation of on? of its pxograms. 'Ihe 1dea that evaluation
" \ . v .

. A - . *
2 ’ i, ' e
/ ’ -sense, but it: ignotes many practical realities.\ For example, in some LN
. X . . . .- . N , ‘&“
' programs, the décisions have already been made for\ reasons other than .
. . .’
) VL . . -
‘. - \evaluative data. Consider the case where a program as sufficient polltical
‘ N R ¢
S \appeal w1th 1mportant constrtuencies that -administrators are clear about )
heir intentién to continue _it regardless of what any evaluation study
L -
PY . ~S owed abaut the Jprogram, even if it demonstrated the program 'was completely
° s . R * . » . ¢
~ - . .f’! . : - . i 7
R i % R . /‘\
. - SAn argument for external formative evaluation has_been made: )
PY . previously (Worthen, 1974) ‘and the present authors suppgrt the contention
: that this is an important activity. -However, few educational ‘agéncies
. have yet contracted for extermal formative evaluations of their Jprograms. |
’ It ther®fore seems prudent to:.restrict attention in this paper to- the T
o © 4, pore typical external summativer evaluatioj It'is beyond the scope of .
this paper, to develop guidelines for an activity Which isVas yet largely .
. + “untried. L ) ” - e
. A , o '
. ! . ' . ! !
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Y o . . x ' , 6 .- .
® , worthless on criteria such as gtudent achievement.” In this: case, .
T ] - o . ) L .
o . . evaluation can play no role unless it is to provide a justification '

. R ’ *
.

L3
. ofar’ cohtirmuatfon of the program, a whitewash function that prostitutes
. . o ﬂ,i f.‘\‘ .- Ca Y I

. ) . L e \
() . . the role of evaluation. So it seems apbpropriate to conclude that

. . $ .
~ .

‘évaluation should not be conducted when the decision will be made on '

i
. ' y R S es
. . N . \*.-‘ . o, . e " o
. + other bases and will not be affec‘tig_d_by the ealudtioh ddtacy . A
- ‘o . L . " . A ., ) . . o . .
® A second 'situation i% one. in which-there is no relevant scheduled

v 4 * ’

L. .1 . !
. : decision for which evaluation 1nformat10n \is needed. ‘'There may be some . '

Ch~ ~ ‘ .
v T - p . . -
. - . merit in a "decisiox'x-'-frée Nader s Raid_ers type of evaluator'capabillty -
® .  _ ‘in the rield of~\ducation T)ut given the f@g}g\ity@of evaluation resources
1 '»

< T
. —_ (b/th financial and human)_and_the—eaefmees—dem&né—Eqr—evaW

. . tion where~dec1sions are known, it seems a questionable \fsnvestment at
\ * . N .. R . . - N N * ‘ -,
., ] ', the present. Therefore, it seems reasonable to question the- utility . \
N .

~e— ~

of c%}dﬁct%ng an. evalqation where there is no 1mmed1ate decision which
TN ! . - ’ . .
,served by .the 1d'formation producedt by the stu&y o

/\v‘ - . b ]
3 decisiorf can be 1dentifio§ a'nd 1nformat:gon ¢ ST

needs relevant to' that’

vy > © et \

dision specifie 3 ut the likelihood is . .\.\
[y * A \ . : Y\

- . ¥

'extremely small t an eva]:uat\iq s\tudy"could produce, relevant in(formation.

. . " . \ L . AR S )
. e For example, there may be an up Qwsmn abou-t whet:her to,continue
\]

.
-

a dropodt prevention program fo which informat’idn ‘about thé ef?\ets e

~o

v ,\ < ~

of the program .on dropout rates, graduation percentages, and. the like, \

o would be very relev'ant. Unfo rtuna‘tNIy, the program only started one . L. .

- - . ¢

- - .

L] “ ERA | - -
- : . . . + ., . N -

- ’ . e °
’. ®Brickell (1975) has~provided a delightful example of a situatio
o which hiring of minorities as teacher aides in'\a'large city school sygtem
carried such potent political appeal that even had the evaluation findings SN t‘
. been negative, they would almost ce:tainly have been ignored by the \

fa
»
*

3
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A

school administrators —— s ; C
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.
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@ - - ° nonth before the decision is to be made by the school _board. The.

. '‘probability of obtaining depfartdable'information'about the effectiveness

of the program (even in é/ predictive sense) in that length of time is

“

\ oo . )
) "7 so SIight that it would seem wiser to spend one's energies. convincing the - :

L scl}ool board that the decision should be delayed ‘ -

< .
PN “ . ,,’ 13
.

b . fl‘he tollow:.ng is prOposed ds 'a checklist for, use in decldl\when ‘

4 v
R 4 « ¢ A 5 *

T it is appropriate to 1nit1a'te an evaluaftwn of the program. e ° N
< ‘ § ’ . 4 » ) =

he 4 . . * . N ' .‘. . ’
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CHECKLIST: pSec’clon One:' Criteria for Determmmg

] . When to Conduct an Evaluatl,on

Chetk one for each item

. . * < Yes: No*
] . = e ’ -..; |
- o "_ 2 - .
o 1, - +Is therg a legal requirement to evaluate.- B ’ .
’ the program ? (If yes, initiate the = :“"‘ oo « |7
\ evaluation; if no,'go to Ttem 2 below. ) ;!‘i \* Tr ; i o~
s ) ' - :s‘ e %, e W . ?
- ' . o N < e ! oy "\:
N . % £ » z - - PN
2, Is therea decision to be made for> ¥ - 4T s |- A
: which evaluation information would be T -‘ D
relevant? (If yes, go to Item 3; if no, . ' _ S )
R evaluation is mappropnate and you should - \ } ° -
discoritinue further use of this checkhst )\ |
- ~~ S L Y ' ‘- ) . ¢ . ) L4 / - -
. A Y . & ¢
. | . - \ g /‘
y 11 = , = -
s . - , . . © o / Py =~
3. ' Is/it likely'that the evaluation will provide . :
depéndable x\nformatmn relevant to the ./
decxsion to be’ made ? (f yes,, o to Item . .
‘ g r o
4; if no, ‘discontinue. ) . . ) i |
. N " ? " s .:év‘ * Y L 1
S ) : te = 3 -
': ) ) ‘ ’ * \\ ) L %
\ . N\ & e

@ . . > | - ) i .

4, Will the decision be made exclusively on- . :

- . other bases and unmﬂuenced by the . =, ", o ° )
evaluation data? "’ (If yes, evaluation is 'y’ .
superfluous L discontinue; if no, lmtlgte P . <

® ‘ evaluation. ) - S . N - . . o

: / N | . b os Yo ’ , T K ¢ \ ‘\"

- ISUMMARY TO SECTION ONE=x,, g ) N S

. . \/ S o »‘ A . g ~ , )
\ - ’ - - N .-
e . Wﬁoa 1~-4 above, s'houl'd‘n X
'\evalua -He condtcted? (If yes, proceed - - a
- “Jtechecklist SW : .
. use is checklist : T '
‘ 03' ) ; o - \ }
; * \“”‘>’\‘: .
Aran \c = ~— 'h
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C. Rationale for Use of External Evaluation Coptracts

There are many possible arrangements for getting summative evaluation

. 5 v ¢
~ - 4 . “ M

< ~ -
activities done, including the use of internal program staff, external

e ® . o . - o’

[

~ »
LY -

consultants,, or exte#nal contractors. However, the use of an-internal

! a [ / ! . .
staff member, tQ\SZ?&uEt a summative evaluation becomes problematic for

.
B ~

reasons which mig t best be understood in the context of a fuller disgussion

3

of the differencés in internal and external evaluation.

“~
.The terdé internal anl external evaluation arg largely self-explanatory

’

and’ . refer to whether the evaluaton is internal (i.e., an employee of)

~
Y . <

. \. o
”;‘:"3

4

A

p ) - \

or eiterﬁag\ao &he program being evaluated. A Title III program.might
~ I

be evaluated by an evaluator who is a member of. thE'proje;t staff (internal)

[ &

- + G

or by an outside agency working under contract with the State Department /

PR

of Education (external).., There are obvious adVantages and disadvantages
W . < -

. * ‘ - ', /
*with both of these roles. The internal staf?“evaluator :k almost’
<, = ot ’

S~ .
certain .to know more about the pr ect than is possible foshany o/tsider,

but he or she may also bé so close to thé project that complete obJectivity
- . M) '

¢ / . S
in viewing it is impossible. There is seldom as much reason to/question
'the objectivity of the external evaluator (unless he or she is/found’ to

i

Iy
'

\
4

.haVe.a particular'ax to grind) and this ,dispassionate perspeqtive is

erhaps’ the gr7atest asset of being unaffiliated with the prpgram being
v

vakuated 'Canversely, it is difficult for an external evalu‘Eor to

vef learn as much about the project as the insider knows./ Note that

'
’ . /

o) s [N .
the phrase Vas much" refers only to quantity, not quality. One often

Y
e

emnal evaluator who is fubﬁg&&aunimportant details about
) 3, ‘ ~
the projedt hu ‘oveplodks several critical variables._ Tf these bits of

finds an 1
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. C e T ¢ K . .
. "l\o te . . o LA
v . L key information are picked up by the ext‘ei'nal\ evaluator, as is sometimes
[ ] . . L ) B RN
: theé case, he or she day end up knowing much less overall about the )
L I . & * ) i
. s . 4 . A .
)‘: project but knowing much more of ‘importance\. | . .
~ \ . T SN . .ot N R T .
} ~ . . -3 ~. L &
- -
® A o7 Formative evaluation is typically conducted by an internal evaluator.
£ < | ) p
Knowledge of  the program is of great value here and possible lack of - -
» objectivity is-not nearly the problem it would be in a ‘summative evaluation.
\ Ly y p wo - ! v
K . < Lo ~ \‘
Summative evaluations are typicaldy (and probably best) cqnducted b
® . r yp y P y : - y
) external valuators. It is difficul't, for exam l‘e, to know how muéh
\A "& » &' p Y
A P . .
Credlblllt to accord a artlcnlar ublishing con an s ev luation which
. y p P P y'
= s gy
.\m&aées—chac their set of readlng materials is far bett:er than its
~ ! w
» competitors. The role bof the internal summative) evaluator 1s onl
p y
infrequently appropriate.. ‘However, in Some instinces- there ;.s simpl :
» >q y approep pLly
T : ’ y ‘.g - . A
® ‘ no pc-ssikfil,lty o*f/’obta:.ﬁi{ng external help because\of financial const:raim:s -
XTI e - s . \‘ .
e or absence of competenc personnel or agencies wililng to do the job. 1In.
h S : : o R
) these cases, the summative evaluation is weakened kby BUack of outside
. ‘ - N\ | *. . " \ - . .
o - perspectivé, but it might‘ be .b@ssible to retain adeq.uat:e objectivity and
) credibllity by choosmg the 1nternal summative evaluator from among thoser
, : 5 : \ N . -
who are some distance removed from the'actual development of the program ¢
L& ‘\"\\\ \.d‘ , l 4 b ) ¥
@ / orn,?ro uct being eva uat.ei - o . . N
. ] * o . .
1. Advantages of External Evaluations . . X - .
. ' : . L Co ’ . .
\ / . The advantages of contracting with an external agency or individual7
. ¢ . » , i ) .“ ‘ ,‘ é:; . »
. for. the summative evaluation: can ,be summari{e. as follows:
.' X ‘ .
R . ~ . . S
JIndfvidual consultd s\ari;n external contracting agencies are not %
[ ) - treated separately in the remainder of this discussion 51nce procedures .

for contracting would be similar in o\t\h’q tases. ) ‘\ A
Al

+ -
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o - 1.1 \The external evaluation is more llkely to be objective
« (i.e., capable of similar interpretation of data anq
: . similar judgments by/different but equaliy competent ' ¢
‘ . | X
[ ) - / eyaluators) . o N ‘ <.
N - / i ) . . .0 .
1.2 The external &valuation is more likely to be credible
; (i.e., capable of being believed or trusted). ' >
. Ty ’ .
[ X ) 1.3, The external evaluation epables gn agency.which initiates
M 1 e B N
. . ." . ) - " —
\ . an evaluation of-an e%ucational program to draw on evaluation
K ~ < " % . v 4 ” )
. - . ¢ expertise beyond that possessed by persons within the agency.
Ay - ‘ N - a . '
o Many*school systems and other educational agencies simply
. < . s * v e o
.~ do not find it feasible to hire sufficient numbers of .
. A 3 ° [ ' L)
‘ . ‘. - + - . N
evaluation specialists to, conduct the evaluations needed
o in the system but can obtain the necessary expertise through
- 1 . . - ‘ - 4 ’ ; . .,
contracting with externaf'agencies or persons who possess
« . . . *
o te s 4 ‘) ‘ : . - .“
s ‘ "=, . Such expertise. ot ' , T . A '
® In" addition to these reasons 133 Seel'uﬂg external evaluatlon assistance,, Cr
] % ~ S —
/ \/ LI
> :he use of an exte 1 evﬁiﬁafcr is offen a legal r uirement under ”*\\,
. # B i . “' ' ’ ~ . - 1S
i ) mandates which leglslato; ‘have laid down for many ;0of the reasons cited
® . ‘s . N\ . . .

ERIC' .
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,ear‘lier. . e .
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2. Disadvantages of External Evdluatipns * . .

[3 . ‘ ‘ \.
Although this paper supﬁfs& the concept of external evaluatiOn

, . ‘e

’contracts, there are potentlal dlfadvantages of such arrangements which

)

mpst Jbe recognized and cotnpensated for. Posgible .(although not necessary) )

disadvantages

nélude the folldwing: . ' - o
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PAruntext provided by enic [
N

~

., ! P . . : \
‘. 2.1 .It is sgmet'.ilmes diffjicult to'ascertain or be assulied of .
.o the competence’ and, expe'rt:isz of the comtractor in conducting °
. . evaluation studies (a problem dealt with later in this
. " - - - PY
. 3 ~ . » L] .
. paperQ\.‘ ‘ ’ d . < .
N ) - ‘ . ' . ‘ s T . R »
‘ . Z.2 | The external’ evaluatcir may be unfamiliar with the phenamenon. ~*  ° )
» \\ - . ” . ’ ’
S ot being eyaluated, at .least at the outset. - ’ '
N\ AR , n f .
o N 2.3 Feedback apd \communication may be less’immediate.than where | <
- - . : ‘
the evaluatdr is within the program or-agency. \ - "~
/ i . . . : )
o internal evaluations becuase of the usual communication' and .
travel costs, overhead charges unavoidable to contracting
; - L
i agencies, 'and the-like. " (It is tempting to point out that .
o ’ attempts to economize shquld be considered carefully, however, '
» . * .
- if the trade-off is to s crifice objectivity, credibility, - g ’
4 - - ‘
- - | B :
and technical competence). v . )
L . L ~ -
PN . PR S
@ None of these disadvantages is omp.ellini\u.n"1tse1f,_-but they should
. * o -
be considered algng with the, advantages in reaciNpg a decision about *
% whether 'to contract a- summative eval ation. In the\gpinion of the authors,
. . ¢ ‘ o E U . :
® - the decision should almost alyays be unless® there are anusu%i} oy _
. @ s . - :
. circumstances which make one ox,more |of the disadvantages more salient -
. than is usually the case. .
® The following is proRposed as a checklist for dexiding whethe&o\r .
P / . .
¢ K " , ;f. ' . b ) L. . i R
. not to cantract with an/external agency or individual to conducg-the
-t ' . - ) ¢ \ ",
. o evaluation. / ‘ ~
. L . ! \\‘\3}?\
. e N -
. ' // M LI
; S _ -
. ’ 1 v =
- i - . i
o . . g 47 - S
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: . CHECKLIST ‘Secﬁon Two‘ Criteria for Determxmnp;' Whether to

“*Further detail on this criterion will be provided in a subsequent sectiod of this phéckliét.

' . . W
B — ¢ .
| _

45

; N Contract Wltfnan External Evaluator '
@ k ’ - - . 1 PR— \‘
. . . ) Check one for each item
: : AN _ L Yes | No |-
® 1. Is there a legal ;e};ﬂirement that the evaluitio - \ N
. be conducted by an outside agency ? (If ye . \ ‘
¥ ini?'até the contract; if no, go to Item 2.) ! ’ *
, ) Af
. V4 \
b = S |
. ’ 5 i t |‘ i
- 2, Are financial resources available supp)c‘irt ‘\ ) ’ ‘
a contract for an external evaluation ? (uﬁ \
yes, proceed to Item 3; if no, conduct the :
® évaluation internally and discontinue us;a1 . ) ‘ i
- of this checklist. ) sy N o / /
4‘ . " -J’l': , /
N " // s
¢ y ) /
, ; ]
3. Are cred1b1hty and objectivity of concern
to the audiences for whicl the evaluation is /
conducted ? (If yes, proceed to Item 4; if 1 .
® / o0,-discontinue.) - S [y - ' .
) i . / - y T
AN 3 /\ . :
: : /- N
[ ’ / .
® ‘ L
’4< Is there an external contractor possessing /
ol N\ = -the nesessary technical competenc '
Y + - available an willitg th do the evaluaion 7 R ./
(If yes, initiate the contrabtkino conluct < “ S L .
® . * thestudy internally, but recognize the lo e ' R .
5 .of credibxhty and ob}ectlvity ) / . y /
. ¢ - ! " Lﬁ -
SUMMARY TO SECTION TWO: , ~ . \\ ; :
- . . . > .o " .
o Based 6n questions 1-4 above, should this e ' \ .
: evaluation be conti'acped with an external /0 : :
! evaluator? (If yes, procdeed to sectioh three - ' \ )
of the chegklist; if no, discontinue its use. : _ ., /
‘ \) T o < * *

/
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° \ D. -Rationale for Specifying Contractual Procedure
, - \
. The uti‘Q.ty of external evaluation contracts may be more appa\rgn‘t at
. ‘ . N .o S

\ . .this point than the utility of devoting time and space to a discussion oF ™~
. Vo S ™ " . R _
¢ specific contractual procedures. At least some administrators and profes- %

. . . ) . ' ~ .

N . v T
sional evaluators have commented privately to the authors that they see

‘
i

.. -~

¥ . ) “
little need for directions on how to write evaluation contracts--after al]:\

\Q they assert, anyone who can write a’ contract in general should be able

. 4 .

. to write one to cover an evaludtion study. Perhaps, but ¢things do not

N

seem quite that easy to many who.have tried to draft evaluation econtracts

e . and'later found them to be unsatisfactory and p&gﬁle of preventing

ty . N
. s ‘ .

- the kinds of difficultied they were intended. to forestall. In a recent

activity, Stake (1974) compiled the responses of prominent evaluators

® and researchers.to seven key questions about evaluation contracting.

‘
B

. . ’ . ’
The responses of these. persons made it clear that even 'éxperienced

LY
-

*?

. et ’

' evaluators and researchers see. the need for clearer contract statements “
” " . . [
, . \ .
® ) ) &and speclfications than has been typical to date.

. ",
~yt —r"' d !

There are at least three m_ajor reasons why it seems useful to reflect

' at a more general level on minimum essentials for. avaluation contracts .

] First neither evaluators nor clients of evaluators have accumulated 3

-
-

much’ experience in drafting (or complyi with) eva'luation contract

| -

beyond th03e s,ituations where funding guidelines automatically specified

Al
' . ’ &

o~ - . -‘the nature of the evaluation contract. In the latter case, the inadequac:.es
; [ -ty ~ .

' .
/ . - .

N

. -
8

. . - o . ~
< in these guidelines have' led ?'marlc‘edly inadeguate eValuation studies,

Yee b e
“ making - 1t clear that- better\ contract speci,t'icationa atte nécessar.y In -~ \"
. - : e -
@ R the majority of cas%s, however, no guldelines have ‘been imposed and° )
% ¥ . ! ” ~
. o ') .
:4‘ R . - . 4 9 5} . .
Q R — ‘ -
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e W/i e . R | N~ -
f < N ~ \ 5 0 . v
~ ., e .
°./. : _ J s
' . -
B ¢ N L4 N
/ 9 Ny 4 e ) ' ' ¢ \
N . K .
’/ i ‘ ' ~ 1”\ . ) ’ ~?: \"
”’ A contracts have either been pon-existént or' inadequa(:e. ~-Although the, “
. ¢ . -
' . * & . [N
T . authors have perused a few very good evaluation contract;,s or 'agreemen,gs’.\,\\ .
: v « . (U .
. of understanding among the pa ties involv‘ed', most seepg to be characteriz&i\\
b T / \ + \
B Iy
® . R by numerous omissions of importa\ Kints, lack of specificity or embigulty
] ) .
. \ of speci‘:ic terms of agreement, or \mte\rnal conflicts among the contract ¢ .
\ ) ¢
soecincations. These conditions most li} are attributable to the I
R > - i . £ . ‘e
o . ‘ fact that developmg evdluation contracts ‘1s ,ter} i;éo@ito for u;gst ~
: : v o h TN Te T Sy
\ evaluatOrs and-'clierrts. Efforts to begin to ou»!;,lme at st the para- +
A g~ N
* = = KN /2, .
it
- meters o}\eValuation contracts .should be wgll received by both g\\oups. - R
‘. - ‘. Y
) ‘) valuators and clients often have very diffé{:ent expec}cat onar - -
" ks - . N\ ? 7 - k e
B N €. g
. it imperative that clarity be establls\hed about LT e
v’ ~ . oz ~. : éﬂt‘ . ,
' evaluative questions t ‘be~addressed procedures to be lfsed in the. st:u Yy HE
. 1 - \./ < ¢ . - ' h
® - \what_ produc‘ts w1ll be pro uced and ott what schedule, who has right:é to o
¢ release the.data, and so for h. Failure t\o achieve clarity on these a'{ T
. \' ¢ \\ - > S N b ’\,\‘C e
- . ~ T
\ related matters.often leads to isappo’nrtment or disenchantment (or- worse)‘ ~ Con.
‘ : S S Py
o the part of ong or both partie Most of the diSputes surrounding“* Jw
evaluation skdies arxsraceable to ailure up be\ su§f1cJ,lently precise an% \
“-3 .
to achieve share understandings and a reements that 'zgtude‘ the aCt:iv1ties v )
o ‘. ”&\ fwj' &%
o ’ of the evaluator\i .conducting the study and the client }n 1ts usQex 5
N
4
- SRV X BN
Brickell (1975) has\provided\ excellent examples of difficulties in A RN
’ ~ v - e N .
! client-evaluator relationships \which could'have been wavoided in most_
A LN N
® instance$ by clearcut contractual agreements., It is reasonable to hope .
hat efforts to specify procedures and\ standards for evaluation contracts,
. \
. - ' coupled with feedback from those who attempt to use them, would lead to
. .lL N ,’\-\q g.‘ ) » . '
‘ v‘ 4 o

. greater clarity in these was Jdn the future.

‘ ~

v

| c'rl
<D
|
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® Third, there is a need to 1ncre§se awareness on-~the part of evaluators _
\ f ‘ .
and clien;s alike‘\of the necessity for\specified procedures designed to ‘

e N * - ~

] - AY .
° provide necessary flexibility in evaluation contracts. \The concept of~ ° coome

® specifying procedures for"flexib}j.lity may appear to be -a non sequitur,

- ~

but on closer examination that appearance is,belied.

- 14
‘
s
.

should carry within them specifj,/eed points at which decis;ons%can be made N T
.8 ‘ - . ‘ \ . / ¢ \

» . /
@

. by one or both of the, parties about how the remainder df the evaluat+ion
'y © ’
:

B C o will be“conduct_ed.‘ For example, it is stated later 1r{ this paper» that

; 2
¢ )

/
- Evaluation contracts
. 7

evaluation contracts should generally 1nclude either7j @) som}e provision T /,’ .
. ¢ . / L
.. . “for an initial phase during whlch the contractor cor/!‘pletes and presents '

\§ .
vt . e - ‘
3 %‘ \

- A 3
\j\‘a‘\e:;t‘s‘the client a deteiled evaluation design which i/ cludes.all tonditions '

a“
.,

1
. . e e, . K ) ' N
¢ 'Wtiof; client responsibilities, timpli a /
J,,l;‘m . o g ' ‘? /

- ~. / /
9 S T~.or (2) provision for the/ potent contractor to be paid ®
¢ ) a detaiied design to b used as_a basis for dec1ding final a .
. ’
. o thef}iontrag:t. "In ‘the /first casé, diately following the subm
2 :\\\\ T
L - . . - = . L. * AN
® the design there shguld be a review by thesclient, followed by a joint
’ LT . AN
\decision of contractor .and client as to\whet;her to proceed ‘with the ,
- . ' / - , i . . '
i » remainder of the contract. ‘In other words, the contract should contain
. ' - / . [
o £ . specific decision.points at which the contract can be terminated if N
)
v | -
J\" dissatisfacfion arises on the part of either party, just so'payment for .
S j time spent and work completed to that point is assured
\\ N
o ~ ompleted for the established fee prior to awarding the
Either accompllshes t’he same purpose, it; is sehseless
N
) \ %th parties intp a contract which requires the:u to .continue\from !
® the next aﬁcer it has become clear that there is dissatisf
both parts with the activities or performance invplved
\ T - 2 S
N N T v N N \ _
‘ ) ) S X A. -, A v Si ; " o »
Q - N . R - . . ?
. EMC\ SRR A .. N : " e v w .+ 48 '
.o 7o N . . S ,
i‘;., . . / , . » . ’ N




A t
.
N
Q.
A3 L
¢ ‘l. *n
~ -
:
N
L4
® .
- . A
€
o
‘ ~ 4
s,
L} e
,
< .=
3
.)-,
Noxp.

~_ €
'
-
5
~
Q.
~
™~

i}

t

design ‘of the ‘stidy pnovis1on for all, pos31ble‘contingencies, something

at least partially in effect. Unanticipated events and problems,often N

* . o i \. N\ [ .
’ \ . \‘ to.
. 4 . ' \ i *
‘ . \ sl%
N ‘ * \\ 'A\‘ ) ’ \ v \D
far too often failure tQ think about the need for fle&iple phasing in o
?:9{ ‘ ' - \
. contrakts leads to preclsely”this type of unha;py 51tuation. ‘
. S N RN

A second type’ of ﬁlEXibility often negleoted in, evaluation.fontracbs
. oo &y .
is provision for mutuad alterationstﬁn the design, procedufes or reporting

¢ N .p
of results, DEspite the best efforts of a coutractor to include in the

will 1nevitably go awry.. The iromic "laws (Mif someghlng can N ..

Iy

‘go wrong, 1t will" and "th1ngs take longer than they do") seem always ~

3

2

. 5 .
force alteratidns in procedures if the evaluation data are to be useful.
Contracts, must contain flexibility for mutual negotiation and decisions

&

to accommodate such changes. Here is. one area where the competenge of

- ¢ . N . »

the evaluator is most essential\iand noticeable) for it fakes a real
) _ AN
djustments -which are someEimes ™
. TN
necessary to salvage an evaluation which is threatened by emergent

"pro" to make the type of crea

.

AN

\\

R ™~

T, f :
problems or events which make it impossible\\o carry out the original

'

design.8 This is only the first of several points at which\the qualificatiot

and genuine expertise of the evaluators (discussed i the next section in
S [T

1) become paramount to the success of the stﬁdy.

greater de

Consileratio

’

standards nd procedures for developing and implementing evaluation

8This does not mean that\every evaluation can be salvaged. Sometimes
the evaﬁua can be so compromised by events that there is no chance
whatsoever 'of producing usable or\believable data. In‘sich instances it
is ine ent om-the evaluator to. o nowledge this fact and terminate the
evaluation  (which™again should’ @e possible within a welll-written contract)
rather t an to continue to expend -the’ lient's resources in a hopeless

activity. . i \( ) L

(SA
™)
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e . . LI .‘..- ‘M K £y
. . . . . R v .. L " . - ' i -
PY ] ~contracts (1. e., the ce.r\tent of this paper)‘amay have consxderable ty‘,',‘ v
. « 8 o 7
. -/ )
N if only to rdise the awax:eneés of eval«:;ators and -cllents abuut 1mportant.& E
\ - v ;" ' ¢ G LI PN
K aspects of contracting which presently'.seem- 69 escape.*the-'att'ention of o Nl
. .- :“ . . . s - . . \
® e any who attempt to initiate evaluation contracts.. o ' Cen T L Ny
€ I vk . Tt s e T
. An addltlonal pdint 1mp11ca.t in the above dlscussmn should be made g °
R X . Ll o . ‘ ° .
- R - ,
move e'.xplic'itt - Neither »evaluators 'nor evaltzation clients are typically '
PN ' !. R . . & . i ¢ . 1
® well tra1ne¢ in contracting procedures. Further, there .1s no reason to
i .. f v ., . Q‘ c e t » Tow S - .
° i expect that e:..t“her par ty, will b’e well-versed ify the area of special:l..'zatlon T
) ‘@ < ‘ % h M o> ’ ) Q
of the qt;her; it ::Ls as unreaSOnable, t.o expect t-he evaluator' to be knowledgeable ¢
® . . about the 1ntr1%ac1es of school finance as it 1$ to fexpegt the school ,
- - & \ <0 .(' — Ta % e, N N y
¥ administrator to _be’ ‘.;,ralned 1naeva;uat10,n me thodplogy. Thefefore, the
contract can®act as\a\~ om,t of communicatlon to facllitate mutual under—
®- standing and. avoid either
I Q
is feasible of the other-party ) '
[ ]
contracting can serve to protect both p ’
®: of evaluation and, thtrough it, the qiality of edicational programs.
T ) E. Standards :and Procedures for Seiectin& Evaluation Contractors9
* > [ [ .
ce an educati\onal agency has decided to initiate an evaluation and
‘\ ~ .
to contract' it with an, external evaluator, the most importaht activity
—_— , - N
\\»egaining is to identify and obt_Jin the services of an individual or agency
. - N .
with g nylner expertise in evaluation--someone with the Bechnical competence .
. - s 7 . x U . ' " ]
necessaty do the job well~. As important as cgqntracts-are, even the - ¢
\ — L7 : ) el
A - -
. .
.9 '
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.‘ .o ideal contract will not compensate for the.choice of an evaluator who

. L ’ 'is incompeteht to carry out the contract provisions. \

- ’ o . ~

Unfo’rtuna/tely, marginal competence and downr,igh.t incompetend\7 are

¥ b ,

) 4 ]

. . ."a,t the kind of persons who fall into the large ’group of extant "ewﬂaluators.'_"

® .- . Of all the persons currently conducting evaluations of educational

‘ . , . . < \
.~ ' pPrograms, 'only"a small fraction have ever had any formal preparation in

“ . -

.

evalua‘tion methods and techniques. « Furlong (l970) found that only 30 4
perceﬁt of' .a sample of gome 300 .evaluators on ESEA Title I and Title IIT =~ *

W reading programs had ever had any forma.l AourseWork in evaluation. He

. 5
questioned whéthet much real evaluation of the programs was taking place. -
! - N M / L]

.
’

o (Informal~observation would lead -the authors to conclude that Furlong's
‘e . - /

observations are still applicable to a large proportion of the evaluations
- ' : . e :' i N .
conducted under those-titles "as well as under other auspices. !
' . ’ . -
- . B \ . ) -1 +
Mdny persons practicing as evaluators r‘ealize their academic prepar- .
- . [ ' . , -

“ation.is inadequate or irrelevant and do everything possible i:o—“ increase

<
,
| -

their evaluation knowledge and skills throu‘l in~-service training oppor-

: - / »

| \\ tunitiés or on—the-—job "boot strapping" thriugh Self-study Despite‘ " ‘e
\ . ‘ Ct

such efforts, evaluations conducted by such<persons often suffer from

, 3
)

N r . -
N inadequate conce?ualization, design, or amalysis. . Many other persons !

® . ho haVe goéd quantitative skills (e.g., séatisticians and psychometrician ) “.

PN assume--—gratuitously in the opinion of the authors-~that their training

automati'cally provides them with the relevant exper‘tise to function .

AR 4effectively as an evaluator. Such assumptions often result in evaluation

«

. ~ . * -+
/ < . .
/ \ ; -

far too common among many persons who purport to possess evaluation .

{ . _axpertiSe. ., To defend this assertion, it may be helpful -to look briefly . ;

P

a2




‘e
’ ™.

’ studies which have sophisticated and impeccablé~quantitat
. » . t

> but produce'iittle‘ or no useful information. Such persomns \er(n conduc
¢ » “ - .
B . . . . . . - . ™~ .
evaluation studies which go unchallenged by practitioners because “of
. » f/ » . N . . S .
tﬁeir,met'hodologica{l ‘complexity. Some of thesg quantitative -SPecial:I:sts ~

are lulled into the erroneous but sincere pelief that they are producing - )

€ A

good evaluation studies, whereas the advice threy give or the work they

¢ . do -is frequently useles's (or worse, amisleadi_ng) . Unfortunately, there ‘

X
- Leowg-n -

\ . -

are also those who know their advice is bad and their work’ inadeqd.ate
L2 13 . N IS -

but who, for asvariety of motives, continue nonetheless to serve as..
» 1 :

L

ra evaluators or evaluation cdnsqltants. *The reference here is to the
unscrupulods who commit atrocities in the name- of evaluation and depend

Aoe . . N

R on educators! lack-of me't'ahod.ologi::a‘l' expettise~touréiain undetected.
. . . S ‘ -
: The point of the discussion so far can be summarized as follows:

0 N

. - a. Persons gurrently serving as. evaluatdrs range greatly in

-
~

. O :
. how well prepared they are to conduct evaluation ‘studies,

® . witkrg;gs"maj‘ority being inad;equately prepared;
] R - % . 1 ¢

\ ! . be. Educgtors often find.it difficult to differentiate between

- ~

- ’ - ) ‘. . 1y .
‘ gmse who are well prepared and those who are not; and

— ¢

»e

. ) , ~a
® ) c. The evaluators themselves cannot pe depended upon to judge

s ~ “how well qualified they are--some don't know and some

. won't tell. . * .
L] ~ .- P * . .
e ) . Against such a background i‘t 'should be paténtly clear that ‘some

YLoe .

o mechanism is needed to provide administrators of educational programs

or proj ects with reliable information about the evaluation competencies

.

4

. T ! ¢ S °

L ' . .
T « .o . ( . - .

-
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° ' of prospective employees or consultants. Such information would bettef
N ) ' . ' . ’ ' )
.. enable’ administra_tbors to selact persons who are adequately qualifjed fcf\:; P

v A4
. . . H

- - » - \‘ M ‘n .. -‘
Nluation worlk. ) . —_— . :
. RN P — - . A .

’
» .
+ -

S

L A TTT— . . ~ L

e = . hd : \\\ . * s
: The mechanism which has been used in other areas of education for
. . - - . [ ~

e . . v

similar purposes-is certification. Evalua fic‘a'\t;i.on or credentialing

. e . * \»
f some type has been’ suggested by several evaluators (e.g., Worﬁw; Tt

- '

1975) as a possible solution t6 the problems pdsed S

above. The advantages some typ

jcation or credentialing (or = . Lot

even "licensing") procedure wduld hdve for the consumer of &

N ' , - . . ;\ .
-. o -« seryices should obvious. Certification of evaluatgrs would allow . . .

3

educators to at leas§ know who the certifying agency viewed . as competent

B [y

¢ . enough to receive a license to practice evaluation. The stamp of approval
. . > ° N » v \ , ',‘
'® implicit in an evaluation certificate would be helpful to the administrator
- o . * . .
' T, . . - . \
responsihle for hiring someone to fill a position in evaluation or

enlisting the aid of evaluation consyltafits. Cgrtification'programs would

® ' . provide 'a function analogous to the Consumers Guidance Commission with the

.

- * * . * -"’1'
tertificate serving much like their "non-hazardous" rating or the Good -,

'Haqsekeepirg Seal of Approval.’ Administrators are obviously not prohibited
P 2 ' * - .

3
X /

@ ) . from hiring unceftifigd persons. for e;(aluation jobs any more than consumers

e
are obligated to purchase'produc.t.\s approved by Good Housekeeping. In

- ”
I3

either case, the information is there for the consumer's guidance and pratection.”
. 7 . . 4 y

® . ' Certification  also holds advantféges for the comp'etent_ evaluator. At ,

. '
\ o

. present, educators are often unable to differentiate the well-qualified

evaluator “from tHe unqualified. Sim}.larly, it is difficult for educators

'

® ' to distinguish between two persons without formal preparation in evaluation,
.. . A ,

- .
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o . even though Lone of t':ﬁ?m may have engaged i.n bootstrapping to the-point where
. o *
he or she is well qualified as an evaluator. Sometimes even the rank
3 . . . i
# < 1imposters are hard to sort out from among the better qualified. In such L
@ a context, incentives are low for the more competent persons. Certifica-- -
. tion of evaJ‘uators sahc}uld-bfing with it the prestige and other rewards
- . ¢ . y R R ' . .
which typically go with a-license to practice any profession where (a) high
o . . level competencies are required, and (b) membership in the profession is i
U N i >
~ dependent 'on possession or acquisition of those competences{ .
» \ < N . . A} -
However, there are also’ potential disadvantages, limitations and .
. !
o problems in certification systems which must be overcome before evaluatorw
- . - J_ . L d
N certification can be beneficial to the profession. Resolution of-these '
" problems is a time~consuming process that is likely to take at leasts
L \ s\e\ve.ral more years' befypre any significant effort to certify evaluators
’ v ’ _,j . . ~ \/\
would be in'operation, and it s entirely possible that disinterest in or
E resistance to such a system may preclude its ever becoming viable in the
b ¢ ' . S— . -
® - . # field of education. - - ‘ .
- & o - f * I
Whatever the long-range prognosis for evaluation certification, it
n . ', -!
_is clear that at least id the interim, evaluation clients will have to ° -
V3 . -
o .depend on other methods for determining the competence of pogenti’al.
\ . ) - ,. ‘ '
gontractors to conduct the evaluation sztudies. ' The remainder of this °
section contains an effort to outline standards and methods, which client;s"-
°® Lo mak ‘
might use to make such selections.
R U - e N . e
1. Three Possible Approaches to Selecting Evaluation Cohtractors (
® There would appear to be three major bases for making judgments abgut :
. oo ’ /%
the qualifications of evaluators and, therefore, evaluation contractors.- .
Each of these is discussed briefly below. " )
) , ) .
“we o 8T | .
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] x ain 10 - -
o . 1.1 TFormal training of. the evaluators Although far from a -

- . . ’
.. - S ¢

. . . e o -
sure~fire criterdon, thez%i\s merit in' examining the formal training of

~
1 , , . \ A

. - . y
* the evaluator to determine it is in'evaluation methodology per se or,
. . - ‘. , . - -

. : . {
o . *if not, at-least includes cpursework.in areas in which the eyaluator
~ -

- . v i
., H

. should possess at least a todicfi of‘knowledge*ana skill.ll It°is always -

g . ) ‘
possible for persons to accumylate many credit hours in a field of study .
' :! . o ‘ -~ .\ -~
@ without becoming very knowledgeable or facile with the content or methods “
of that field. Too many pefsons go through too many university training

. . . i- . » '

. o ' &
N programs ®#ithout bWing degongtrably changed 'to plate complete faith in
@ ” the meaningfulnes of evén a graduate degree in a particular specialization.
. 1 ‘ -
It is equally poss;.bleffor able persons to become competent evaluators -

/ .
. without beneflt of formal tralning in evaluation methodology . Yet, in }

1’

v 0o skills by more .formal means. *In the absence of better means, there is'

-

conslderab merit' in looking at-‘the’field of study in wh:.ch a- person .

. / . ; F “
® , -

-holds “the degree, the credit hours accumulat:ed in ¢evaluation, or the ’ .

o

presence or absenge of speciffc courses or course sequences.v It a‘lso
r .o w i * » R . ° . s o

—— seems wise to ask whether the training was taken with mentors who themselves .
. 4 ) ‘ LN - . : ! ) . . . )
[y . - ”~ . - ~ - B Y
_ ! possessed, any particular credentials or reputations as evaluators. - ‘ ,

~ «
- B . . . - ¢

N “‘ "’J' / " . ’ . - ;o \‘,y ;
Y . £ 10Thls *and subsequent c 1teria stated as applicable to an 'individual”
e . evdluator should also be co strued fo apply te the personnel of evaldation
agencies .under consideratipn as. potential’contractors, especially persons
N who would play a major role in t:he evaluation.

*@s'\

- ~

: - !
3 5‘ Mlgor a listing of range of comgetencies relevant: t:o evaluation, the
N - reader is referred to a prev:.ous work of ,one of the authors (Worthen, 1975)

Yric, - /7 58 56
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N : . . . ’ a
. 1.2 Evaluation experience of- thg evaluator. Here again the .
- : . - 7 - : . c,
) . RYSuh - ! . . o : &
criterion has limitatidns. There is an old saying in education that it *#
” .

is hard to tell whetheria~persoh who has been E\teacher_fof ten §Ear5n

-

hds had ten years of teaching experience or onecyeargof teaching experience

“ .
- . -y ‘.,

‘ten, times. It is equallé hard tb know how muth weight to give to onme's
; . : : o

. < ~ T e

experience as an evaluator or -évaluation consultant. Worse yet, some

experiences are d6Cidedly detrimental in that they can'delude a perSon
‘\:./ -
2
imto\gelieving he is doing evaluation when sgch is'not the ‘case. Some;‘, *

-
S . ..

y . Tt . ‘. . .
-people have cars;eg\the title of evaluator, in some tases for years,

”

; S . -; . ’ ) L
without really engaging in activities éhich qualify under the tubric of

\\ . ¥ -
‘ N I3 . - \ ' X * P .0 .
evaluation. Yet again, in the absence of better meaaﬁres of quwalifications,

. ~
. ~

. 4 , R R .« ] .t . .
it is probably prudent to weight positively the fact/that a‘potential. -
! ot \. LR

evaluatibh contractor has had experieﬁce in evaluation. The probabilities.

\ o-‘ ‘
£ 1]

would geam heavily in favor of that contractor pro iding more help than

. . i

i -

one wltﬁ-no prlor evaluation experlence (other co ditlons.being equal). 12

[ & s . ' .

s1.3 Periormance (track record) of the evalqator.. Thls criterlon

. — _ -

is somewhat*more di;ect\than either of the two 1scus d aboVe. How ‘well
LA [ . R o, ‘e ¢

‘a person performed-as an evaluator in prlor studles should be the <

‘

~

\ulthate crite;ion ;n,determihing whether or not he or she should be

granted.anqther contract to conduct fn evalqétion. An obvious limitation K S

. \'“-

-of this criterion is§ that it might ;§ejud17é the geZIEEBﬁ‘againSt

newcomers_in evaluation——pensons fresh frdm a doctonal pnggram in educatfbn

v [ l

seeking first jobs or a new evaluation céntract agency ‘staffed by competent

' .

evaluators but wi out an established 1nstitut10nal trac& record This

LR * e

’

P

; L \ . . - ‘ N . ¢

N

12Obviously the criteria must be '‘combined and trade-offs begin to
emerge. It would seem preferable,ufor\example, to’contract with' a novice
‘who was trained thoroughly #n’ evaluation rather than a person who has no
formal training in evaluation byt. has served for a year’or two in a
minor evaluation capacity. . . . . 57
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: ) o -t
® co 11m1taz1on ‘1s far ouwe:Lghed by the advantages of thlS criterion, however, *
. for its judicious dpplication will probably provide more protection for
Y . the client than can be prov:’rded‘byl almost ar.ly other step in choosing a
| - contractor. < , - | " < \' A‘ .
g ‘ Perhaps the best performahce‘measure.in evalu.a’tion‘woultd‘ be to examine - T
work samples in the form of written, evaiuatlon reportf. or other groducts .
¢ of the previous evaluation activities~of the evaluator. Thls would be \
- . o
‘especially useful 1if the previous evaluation vfaé in any way sit'nilar. to .
. that desired by the present client. ‘Perusal .of such samples of previous
.. work should be most helpful in erla'blin.g the client. to predict whether ° ,
.\ ) the evaluator would.be likely to cof}d.uct the evaluation and report the ’
iy ' ' . ' L . - ' . «
. results in a satisfactory nanfer.
* " . Co T
Some cautions are necessary in basing judgments on work products,
-~ * . ) . . . . . .
showever. One problem which emerges immedidtely is that many .eva'luations ':' \
Py are Aessentially group efforts and not the work of one person. The use ‘ ‘
. of such i?roducts.as a basis for decisions <aboutoﬂwhet‘:k;ir to contract \\
with only, one ‘of-‘the individuals im}olved could be m?.sleafli:ng in the> I '
"~ ‘ * absence of‘ any re]jiab'le way- of détermining the rel'acive éo’nt;rioutioh of
’ the various authors, Even where the report is the result of one pergon’s ‘
« efforts, .tk;isb lea'ves unar:swered'the question of how to judge.the quality = * [
® ] of the work if the technical aspef:ts of the \st\:\dy exceed t:.he .-‘tec‘imical ' s .
Z
) knowledge of_ the potential cli ent. Reviews by other expert ‘sevaluators » 'v
. would serve, but t:he feasibllity of such an approach ;55 bew questioﬂable |
P | 'for most clients. There *are also 1nstances where competem: evéluators‘“ : . .
produce poor reports through no fault_of. their own but because program
| T ) teL S, '
) : . , -
T eR A AN L
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personnel with (or for) whom they were working would not cooperate in

.
3

. 5
,carrying out the evaluation‘'design. These problems do not negate the

v

use, of work samples as a critérion, but only argue that it must be applied

sensibly and may not always be sufficien
. ~ Y ~ -

= -

In many situations it is not possi

in and of itselfr
. ‘Q‘
le to obtain samples of previous .
A ,
» ) \ Id
» evaluatiorxwork.completed by potential contractors. Few evaluation studies
- ’ ‘{\ g
find outlets in professional Journals and most are fugitive documents, |
g . .

. unless sppplled by the authorh Even that is not always possible becau%§

~ \ * . T

of restrictlons .on distribution of results of the evaluatlon (poss1bly AR

: '. . ‘ ‘f
a restrlction 1mposed by a contract under which the prev1ous evaluatioBA -
s - - cl P

wgsfconducted). In the absence of work samples, references from former

. -
>

clients'would be most important. Indeed, they should probably be sought Yy -

s

© 4 '
~. even when work samples are available, for relevant information might be

-

. obtained which is unavailable in the products themselves. Obviously even,

‘ - .

« . . ;e

€ this-ériterion is no protection against the unscrupulous evaluator who

.
T

ﬁrists as a reference a superintendent of schHools for which he has conducted -~
= ate N . . A ' ]
previous*evaluations without making mention of the fact that the super-
* . . - ) . < .
intendent‘is(his father-in-law. The earlier discussion of the need for
/ ) oL ) .o .
' standards of ethical"practice for evaluatoxs would be relevant here.

3

It should be noted that references from clients are not restric ed

to personnel in“the prograd which was evaluated. The funding agenﬁy

which initiated and supported thie study or secondary audiences (e7é., school

3.
)

boards) are equally appropriate sources of client Judgments about the

« quality of a contractor's work in evaluation. . )

- N .
Pay £ . v, . ' . ’ M

J ©y < .
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N,

. I?\eicher or both of the above performance measures are used in
\"‘ N - .
selecting 'an evaluation cdn;raépor, they should go far toward avoiding
- ) 4

errors. Use of such criteria is also important in

" .

serious selecsio

making a selection bas

.

n prbposals from potential contractors, Numerous

individuals and agencfies seem to have” far Breater talent in producing
. .

1%
;.
.

’ ~
.

convincing proposalg than they do in deli{zering ol® Vh;f"t:hg_y 'promised,

The use of referendes or work samplés éhauld help to identify serious

. - . f ¥ .

t a contractor purports to be able to do and is able to

'y
o

gaps between W

-

do in fact. .
N\ . .
./ .
- E - 'l Fl
i . . - .
- ~ . A WY
. o | - ¥
.\ '~: , ,
- . ¥ -
’ - Y .\
. v . N - o : ' . A
. * N\ ! K‘ -
. . \}\\ I
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“.* e+ - (As judged by work samples or _refe

CHECKLIST: Section

hree Crltema to Consnder When

[y
\ '
\

Selectlﬁe; an Evaluator
/ . \\

(Each item below is written to apply to an individual.

ag"éncy the questlon should be re-cast accordmgly\)

4
Cd

~

¥

. \,

‘

' o ‘
If the potential contractor is an

4
3

r

<

Contractor appears to be: |
(Check one for eac

h item)

To what extent does the formal training of
the potential contractor qualify him /her to
‘ con?uot ‘evaluation'studies? . . (Consider,

** Ytems Such as major or minor degree
_:spemahzatx.on specific courses or course
. ~‘se§uences ‘in evaluatxon ‘methodology;

. 5 quahﬁoatlogs of persons with whom
PR ﬁ:ammg“was ‘taken, if such qualifications

' " are known. )

1

Well

‘Cannot
Determine
Qualifications

‘Not l
. Well
/Qualified

O

Qualified

nl To what extent does the previous evaluation
ez_cgerienc e of the potentxal contractor

. ;‘ quahfy him /Hér to conduct -evaluation

: s(a.zehes” ‘(ConSLder items such as length .

of exﬂenence relevance of experience.) |

.." To what extent does the previous performance \
* .of the Eﬁotenﬁal evaluation contractor qualify
- .>“him/heér to,conduct evaluation studigs ?

nces).

A

. | L
. . T i

53

U‘VIVIARY 70 SECTION THREE L S ,’
. - |Based on questions 1-3 above to what extent
the potential evaluation contractor qualified to

* lconduct evaluation studies? If "well qualified, "
proceed to subsequent dections of this chec’lklist
If ""mot well qualified, ""discontinue consxderatlorx
of this comtractor. If ""cannot determing quahfi-
cations' on basis of initial information, séek
.ladditional information and/or assistance from -
colleagues with expertise in evaluation to make
this critical judgment.

NOTE: A neutral category has been included in this section of the ¢hecklist becayse informatior
initially available about potential contractors may be 1nsu£f101ent to perrmt unequivocal 1

judgments to be made on this dlmensmn

-

4
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. alternative procedural"ﬁramewqus for letting an evaluation contract.

. the proposed style of evalnation, the qlient selects a particular party
# . N B

2. Procedural Options for Letting an Evaluatidn Cg .
’ . s

The preceding criteria can be applied within one
- T - ‘p i

t

-~

. . .
. & a
»

In the first; the criteria are applied to One or more potential.
. N <

- -
‘e

=, [ - \
contractors and a single contraetor is then selected as the person or
° » - 3 ‘
N L] N
4 i

agency with whom contract negotiations are initfated. .Negotiations

- ‘.

with th&.slngle individual dr corporation continue until a mutually
<

asatisfactory arranggment iy tfeached or negotiations are broken off and

amother contractor is selected (again, use oﬁ criteria would be .
. { -

appropriate). This approach is known as sole source contragting.

+

N I%fthe second'approach, one'solicits proposals from multiple parties

.

and evaluates the propqsals againgt criteria to identify the one best

. v i ) ‘, A

able to fulfill the contract.' Here the criteria"from section three of
e checklist, would b& applﬁgd arong w1th criteria for Judging the~

oposals. When one. contractor ha's been selected

B

N

+ . -
the prespecified criteriao serious negoti atiqns are then dinitiated. This
approacn is known as thefrequest for'prOpocals~(o P) approach 3

The third approach is’%i\en ﬁh\\most feasible optidg for locZaT———

school districts. In this approach pros ective evaluators

@ . .

brief statement of how they would proceed giyen the particular

. i

situation. In addition each supplies his or h\r\credentials and 'quglifi-

catidms. Applying the section three checklist crit&ria and examining

fl
.

AN ~

v

B "
v

}3There are variations of these three approaches, but the authors
deal here with the essential chatacteristics. . :

'\~ \ ;\“’:: . Gl%_:_ ‘ ) \

'

v
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A »

@ : with whom to negotiate. This approach has been descr:/lbed as a synopsis , -

review approach. 14° - ‘ o T

2.1 Sole source contraﬁxing. Sple .source contracting. is by and
- VR ‘ )
o " large the simplesf techrique and least costly in terms of time and resources °*
-~ . . .

y red\u\ired of the funding agency in initiating the contract. All one need
' * N - !
do is to identify the evaluator, using the criteria-in the previous section,

- X o \ ~ o, . . S

 and negotiate. I is particularly approprlate\whe‘re there is clearly
; one ‘contractor who is known to be especially capable and responsible, who

Aiil do the work at a price well within the. budget available, and who can
® complete thé work by the’ time the information is needed. In such cases,

H

thexe is seldom any reason to look further, unless there is a legal

restriction which mandates the use of an alternative approach. However, .
® ’ if no such paragon emerges, there are several.,means one can employ to
k1 .

identify the pool of poténtial evaluatdrs to which the criteria would be

) applied. An individual or corporation who has performed other evaluations N '
. of a high ‘quality for your agenc‘y is a prime candidate. So also is the -
o evaluator who has done similar work elsewhere and received approbatlon o

-

irom his or heg cller\ms, i\a., word>o f-Efouth advertising. A third approach
.' : N N — N i )

' would be to use a’ panel of advisors whose JOb it would be to recommend

1y - e N , P . K N ' -
a particular evaluator. e t Yo ‘
~ . “« v
Q" [N , - ) Lo / ) N
The discussion of negotiation issuds and procedures is deferred .
, until...;\he next major sectio‘n of the paper. . ' 2

. -
» A . -
N

/ \ " 2.2 The Request for Proposals (RFP) approach. The.REP approach
‘ is considerably more involved, but o&n jystifies the additional expenditures .
. . A R \\. . .

L2

»

AN

N ‘
4’I‘he authors are 1ndebted to Mark Greene for suggesting the\inclusion
of this approach " ' .
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. i . ; * _ hS
® and effor;:. Thé ingredients of the RFP a;e souiewha_t; standard. One
A Qust include a description of the context in which the evaluation is
- to occur. .Is it an iéotated rural schooi? Is it a federall§ funded
® | project in operatigh at se;eral'remOCe schools operated b; different
' égencies? Is there a high ﬁro%prgion of non-gnglish sﬁé;king-students?
) The answers 'to these ghd other que;tiohs m&ght ;ell affect the evaluator's
o - i)erce;ptio_n df his or her abielit:‘y to copduct ap adequate :evaluation in ’
} ‘ ‘ that context and thus t:h.e:I.r int:efr«eiiz in preparing a proposal for ﬂsuch § ’
; v ‘s
‘. a study. S;.as to. elicit ;ésponsés froq.thoSe who would gg(genuinely
@ int:.;r‘elst:ed in working in thetparti'cular' set:t:ing’ and discourage.the ~
. merely curious., the RFP ought to provide a comprehensive picture of the
locale aﬁd system in which thelevaiﬁation is to occur. - )
o i ‘ v ~ . The purposes and c.:haractgrist}.cs of the progmam or 'product to bg.
?: evaluated should also be prévided ‘
Lt ) ave just completed the deve

gl

t
lopment of &

-

3

n RFP @pich stipulates improved skills in this area than they
'
should tell ptential ev

erely focuses on general reading achievement. Clients

ators what the project is intended to
ac'c’omplisl"l and how it is to be implemented.
. Before pre

s
i

ring.a proposal the evaluat
h >

i

FI Y .
or is entitled to know what

»

specific out:‘co"meg are expected from the cont;‘ract:. If the client.wants
u

~

lar project, the client expects the contractor to work with local staff
» LI

quarterly reports, that constitdtes more work than an‘annual report,.and it

will (and’sﬁould) cost mpre. If; in addjtion to .the evaluation of the partic=
\\\ ,

66
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“« - - l. . ‘b : . s
® .V - so as fo'improve their ,evaluation skills, the potential cofgacto,r has
- a right to know thag \Qo all expectations dre clear before time arid\ energy .
. RS - T
~ ¥ are invested in"the preparation of:a proposal. ) . 5
o T The petential contractor needs to know what resources are available . .
R . ' A .

. for the task. If the 'cliept cannot' or will not spend more than $3,000 on th'e
. « . o

. n evaluation, that inféwmust;‘be pfovide’d. Otherwise, the bidder “is
, . . e .
9 - liable to waste time and mondy in the preparation of a proposal that
! . {calls .zfor(\a 315\;000 evaluation, Indeed, if the potenhtial evaluator i/s . J

AN T ? \ ~ . ) , .
led\to believe that the stldy is to be a large scale inquiry, he:or she

. . . ) - ) ’ . ‘ —

® . . could invest the equivalent of the '$3,000 in the preparation of the °
. . . . ] - NG ~ re
proposil! xs another instance, if adequate computer facilities and . :

' software are“available without cost to the contractor, that may affect
A " . .
| S \ ~ .someone's decision tb prepare a proposal.
rd - . . . . )
- » B i .
- Similarly, if Constraints exist, the RFP should be candid. If

‘ N

certain data will not be available to thawevaluator, if the ewaluation

’

® " must be wholly completed in five tﬁonths, if the evaluator must work with :
. \ - » .- v » .

v *  a specific subcontractor, he or she is entitled to know that before-

N .
. v . :

o preparing a proposal. ‘ - i \
. = . _In summary, the RFP must include; S - C \
- . _ 1. an adequaté descript‘sion of the context in which the >

evaluation is. to take place

A\l
“ ~_- . . E

Clear statements of the purposes and characteristics of
of the project to be evaluated

S - - )

3. The specific outcomes expected from the evalu,a-tion’ S

4. The resurces available for evaluation '

5. ‘J’.‘h)e6 constraints which would affect the evaluation. '

1 . -
- ——*:—;: , \ <
- — "
c. _ m— ¢ - \\ \
: . S . ) . ; e e Co ‘ \\\ )
RIC | | T “
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“Ric

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

_kind of instrumentations
Sty ;

", verbal skilis but little methoaologlcal understanding.

N -
. . .

PR } ' . \ .
R e T P
) _ES Boeem e Ly N .

N c T T ey o i o Y
Qde can choose to provide more information in the RFP. W?ccaeaonallya

¢

make sense_to restrict the methodology to be employed by the \

1f, for example, the expansion of a project into a new

.

region is to be evaluated, it would' be prudent to. evaluate

assuming '

»

{ * - 4
it in a mannek,imilar to the evaluatiom of its predecessor,

€ Pl

- .

Indeed; one of the great faults of *

. .

thé latter was wall aqcomplsihed.

o ¢ s -

cumulative® L.

P

In planning-a partieul project, eiperttexperimental design -

» . N . ~, M ‘os, B ~
assistance might have been acquixed, and agreements for the installation
L L . N

case, the flexibility of the <

*
. b

of the project settled on. Im such.}

¥

* - .
evaluyltor is'limited and the RFP should make this fact clear.
Perhaps political factors mitigate against the use of alparticular

-

- . ) Ca
Again’, .the potential evaluator is entitled

to this knoqledge prlorito preparation of the proposal. ¢

e

»

" | In general, howeG%r, caution.should{be exercised in pre- pecifying

the'methodology of the‘evaluation. There are two\primary reasons for
~ . . .
this‘recommendation: By requiring the evaluator to.stipulate the

3! ¢

methodology he or she deems approprlate, the contracting agency has a

greateg\variety of ‘alternatives -to select from. One of these alterna-

N .
\

unanticipated¢ the chosen option. ‘éecondlyg proyiding,too much methodo-
logical informatioo 1nviteé proposais from those who have excellent
This kind of '

contractor, by\iriting a reflection of the RFP in the proposal respoqse,

’ . * . N

. .
3 % 5 ,
N -
vy -
s . & -
. -
. \
N - .
N .
. N T Yy .
e, 3 -~
. Vo . 3

-

‘ tiGés may\be both creative and uniquely responsive andfthus, al{hough Ty

//‘

O

:
¢ Ny
~

o




~

g 1solated rural areqs.

'
, N N
a . . \
: o, . “ A v )
, .

may win the contract and be umable to perform theltask. It/ is &asier

. knows ‘only of pre-post evaluations with all of the contamination of
" information tﬁ£§ these ofteh entail; when the potential -contractor is

3
.

k3 ’ ! M N N ! . ’ .
Tequired to present his or her own plans. o, : ‘ g

Prvcedhres fbr'ev&luating proposals.' Judging the proposals ohe’

4

receives in response to the RFP can be made easier if certa1n procedures
. b < - .

are employeg.-—Thelmost'important consideration is the pre-speclfication

\ . R ) . T + ) “
of the criteria to-be used in judging the,merits of ‘the’ proposals.
L, . ) ) 4 oo T .
Assume ‘that the total .pumber of points a proposal canm receive is

L

100.“ It is possible to illustrate how criteria might be weighted

differently for d:.fferent projects. Project A is a readlng Jprogram, fo‘

'children whosé native language,is not Engllsh. The children live in

T

The teachlng in the schools is brlingual The

~

prOJect is federally funded with a fixed financial ak&ocation for

®

evaluatlon "The’ prOJect requires rather sophlsticated evaluation —'
[ ) *6 . ol
Further, the funding agency has placed restrictions on the

-~

methodology.

.

instruments which can he emploz:d.
1

3

* 0

developed .under a separate contract issueqkby the funding agency to a

L ]
‘s L

a'major test developer are permlssible: ot b '

-

to identify the individual who lacks methodologlcal sophistication, who

o

Project B is a vocatfonal training program for‘%fnior\high school

Y somewhat higher level

‘ drudents, ln tﬁé Engli
-

project.requires rather T

. wtneory.
e T

speaking, sector of an urban ‘sghopl system.

The "’

tine methodoloéical skills with the ekception
s . ¢ tea

onpetencies‘required in the area of séﬁpling .

2

.
~

. A prime cohsideration_is the ability. of the contractor to dewelop

Only those data collection instrumedts




by

LY

. appl%;ghperformance tests which can be used to evaluate the success of

* the projéEE. Moreover, the project is not very well funded and any .
he p

Ry

savings in the evaluation sphere could be ised to expand the services
. ' ' > ) . .

provided to .students. ~ ' e

. <& ’

In Table 1, dllustrative relative weightings of various criteria

are *juxtaposed for these two hypothetical’ projects. The vafiety of

~

ériteriaﬁwhich could be employed, and of weights that could be applied
. , | “ &
is virtually limitless. ‘What is imperative is that fhe driteria be S

identified prior to the competftioﬁ andAshéféd'with all potential

contractors~in the RFP. -, v . <

. ) r e i
Of course, criteria by themselves are not sufficient. One needs

-a means of applying the criteria to the propoéals. Placing that decision

in the hands of a single individual imposes too severe a.burdedc it
. ' 5 N . ‘ 3 .
is unreasognable to expect any .one person to have ‘acquired expertise in

:

alt the relevant areas. A panel of reviewers screeming proposals and *© ™
. ~ . ¥

aériving at a 3ane;.juagment is a ﬁrgferablé option. i . ,: -
In  the selection §f a corporation or individual with whom to

.
.
- ,\ T s

negotiate a contract the object is to chodse the most qualified agent
. - (I ) )

v

“for ‘the particular purposes. That decision:'should rest solely on the ., ™

I3 El

~perceived'dépacity‘of the agent to'perform the requisite tasks. For

that reason, panel membership should consist only of individuals .
t. NN - L
(internal or consultant) with expertise in a’relevant area. Later in

.

:£his paper we will discuss the need for the involvement Of a wider ,

spectrum of individuals in the negotiatidn of the contract. .

A Y
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’ .‘)y.
® ~ . . TABLE 1
Illustrative criteria weights B .
N . for judging proposals
1 ’&w . \\ )
) . v - ‘
° R . ,
Criteria - ) ' - : . A Froject B: L
\ M . . N o
X Understanding of the problem \ 10 v S
°® o -
- -
- N * ..
Merit of the propoesed evaluation methodblc;gy ‘ ®35 20 ..
e - : ' . - : . CoT
. oy .
Instrument de?tlopment experienc® - T < — 20
. - 7 .
. o - ¢ , &
- ) :- . . . N
Appropriateness of? proposed timelines . 10 | - 10
. -~ -2 : ’. ° .
!‘, Y = . / . X ! . e . i \ :L‘l' v' ‘ \\
Clarity of the pgoposal ' ' 10 15
# & . 4 \ -~
. '?:";‘”’i, ~ N - ) * -
TR Rural schools evaluation experience .o 10 . - ¢ *
' Bilingual evaluation e.xperiencef . ‘ ‘20 - .
o ' S -
R 4 “;}‘ . . i *
)Qost: considerations . 5 30 < l
P . » 5 N
® y . - .
.y . o ',
) 4 Y I % o~
o - - v




' . . . s

There fare two primary ‘advantages ,

Y

. Advan afges- of ‘tne RFP @pmgch.

. -

to the /_agbprpach. .First?'i& provides/the contracting partg a wider
+ / -
. \ Lo o : ' i, .
range of+possible 0ptions to,choose from.in terms of. the evaluation

. -

o . N -

Strategy to be employed 15 Given more alternatives, one should be able

to reach a better iuforded decision.

v

The second m?jor benefit is the

enhanced credibility of the evaluation‘that willffesult. By minimizing

iy

’ in the awarding of evaluation contracts, one

the thrdat of "cronyism"

increases the confidence others are likely to have in‘fﬂe reported result.

Obviously, the threat of a charge of racial or sexual bias is also .
1 3 % .

-substantially reddced.

-

/bisadvan?ages of ithe RFP,approach. There are disadvantages' to the

-RFP route, as well. It is more costly for both parties. The .Y

N . » A . Yo
client must invest time,and money in (a) preparing and distributing the
: ) : A, p g @ 8
The:

\

RFP to possible bidders dnd (b) judging t?e proposals received.

contractor must bear the costs of proposal preparation. Since these -
=0 i vy ¢,

costs can be substantial one may be restrictfﬁ?“potential contractors”

to those agents which have sufficiéntlgg}arge capital resources fo permit

L]
them to speculate in the proposal preparation market.. :
% /7

Thegxe 1s no

N
o
[

- evidence to suggest that capiti!nreserves are related to quality of

evaluation:

Indeed' for many evaluations,‘the small scale independent

-
3

agent may prqvide better and- ""more responsive"
Y

., e
[

\

service.

29,

~

‘e

»-

lsIt is generally donsidered unethical to steal an idea from a
rejected proposal and suggest that the selected contractor employ it.
In certain instances, the practice is illegal fds well aS unethical.
1f a client believes “that two of the potential contractors acting

,collaboratively would be the best option, it is legitimate to explore
that. possibility with them. - . .

& 3
iy . .
. .

-~ PRI . . -,

i

72




+
'

ERIC

'
Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
.

. appr03ch, 1t serves ,to enhance 'the credibllity of the evaluation and

4 ‘
reduce charags of bias. It does not, however,:permit the evaluator . ( s

.

b

0

.
£3

@
o~

. . ‘ ~ . . ) LA .
. . ; - /0 i UK
. 3 A 0 _ - ~FF an ?-\ CUa
A word of caution is in order at_ this ? ~The proposal is not -

v ~ o -I;

¢, . R S .~ :
equivalent ro the evaluation design. ™ Bt ' is rather an outline, a sketch,

. . .
. . ., B N Y
.

- . . o .
of what the, evaluator would undergake. It provides a basis for negotiation. .
RN - N - ) R
The preparation of an evaluation de ‘gn for all but the most trivial - . .
oblems is a complex endeavor that re;\ixe:'a high level of training,
\

e%ﬂgf/ence and sklll The professional evaluator desefﬁee juét,cempensa—

’ .

. . .
tion fdr his or,her efforts, There are,"evaluators' who will provide this
. \ . .
sef¥ice, free of charge, to potential clients., Those who consider cost

alone are this individual's,legitimate prey.
- . f A y

v 2.3° Synopsis réview approach. Essentiallﬁ this approach is a

cdﬁpromise“betWeen the other two. One contagts potential evaluators by

. rd

letcer, briefly descrlbing the evaluation need whlch exists. A brief
i

statement, peqhaps 1,000 to\l,SOO.woras, is then submitted by'intetested -

-

evaluators outlining how they would conduct the evaluation, aloe;\\}th\

a statement.'of their qnaliflcationé. One judgés the merits of these~\

[

subm1551ons and the quallflcations of the individuals. Once a Ch01ce
.o N . ~Ep .

is made, negotiations proceed. L . S ~ N -
FX . . . ~ ! ¢ ¢ .

. R . - ©
“This approach is less costly for both partiesﬁthan the RFP approach .
: g P> .

> - \‘~ 03 . ¢ . t
and therefore more feasible in many instances. Similar to the RFP

. - . 2

. . «
' ©

\
- s \

to develop ideas in sufficient detail to convey the innovative stragegies
. [ ¢ ¢ o .

R R
. . °

that might be used. Yet to require more would be fo necessitate . X
] . > >

. -
. v
o
\ L

:greater-éxpenditure Of ‘the client's resources to review longer, more

N
. [N

complex plans: It might.also draw unfdirly on the evaluator's resources -

- . . . ' ‘
\

' . . B \ R ) |
‘ . .
‘ .




s

® since if the zunds are msufz!c:.enf to supoort an RFP approach the

.o .
-, ers t
4

- dollar amounc of the evaluation contract is probably too small to warrant

a heavy investment of the evaluator's;,t/ﬁne and other resources in an
. / '

o ) effort to win theé caentract. - ~ ' . S - )

\ s
n order. There are those who have mastered

A caution id als
’ D

the terminology and semantics of evaluation without acquiring any methodo-

\

® logical expertise. A brief statement prepared by such an individual . .

can, beé very persuasive id the absence of any.requirement.that the -

evaluator demonstrate knowledge and expértise on the relevant methodology.

s

o The rhetoric of a sfhopsis is obviously no substitute for a well conducted .
D . * & .
. inquiry. : ' 3 - A
‘ 1 . . A
- . ( . N v % <
' . When to Use the Various Approaches 5 . A

e - — , ' ‘
, . Ir, A . . . ] , % «
) Given the posiltial losses and benefits associated with eacltapproach, . ,
’ how does one decide whigch to use? Ore thing is certain--the RFP approach

PY can only be used when the com‘paetition. is truly open. If the contract . ..

. °

\ is "wired," i.e., the most probable winqe’r has been ident{fied, prior to : (

the receipt of proposals, or the RFP has been written to favor a known
. ' 5 '

" { contraétor, disaster lurks. In the first place, the number of proposals
. . . .

-

» L\ . . . ‘ T «
one can expect to receive in respgnse to future RFP's will drop

N subéﬁantially, for contractors in any field are a 'c:anny lot who soon
.' learn which -agencies pretend to ise open RFP competition to satisfy legal .
. N . ”~ r ~ . .

. requirements, buf really have' thé winher picked in advance all along. )
. - . . \ i
s Secondly/, those who'disco>e'r that they have wasted resources in a rigged

.

v
, N A

@ . comoet‘ tion. are llkely to make every effort to discredlt the work that
. . . )u ‘e ! -
does go ort. Finally,' if it can be proved th.at the contract was "wired," | .
legal action might be instituted. ™. i g
‘ - ’ . ’ - ‘ ) ', 14 ’
. , .
.7 O e ’ . 74. ! |
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.

satisfactory service on,ﬁnother contract, especially if costs can be |
- . T

]

excessivel, a loss of credibility may result. /Outsigﬁrs may start t

- . - -

-l [4 . L ¢

. ’ ¢ .o
"As indicated earlier, if a client is‘-curridntily working with an
) ,
evaluator on a given project 'and is satisfied with the performance &g
. ‘ ' . /’\“ ’ i
date, a-sole ¥ource'contract would seem apprdpriéte3 .Qt is alsQ reasenable ~
V; Y . N A - . )
L . . .
to explore a saole.source contract with an evaluator who has or &% providing
) "N v .

PS -

.

.
i

“ ©

reduced thereby, .e.g., by uction,in ‘travel costs when the same, j -
. ’ .. : il . ’ » *
person-trip can be used for multiplée purposes. :
¥ ) .
R One must, however, be cognizant of the dangers of "cronyism." 1If .

S + ’

~ o ¢ 3 ! * /
the frequemcy of contracts between a client and evalgifor becomes

)

N o
assume that the two parties have a 'cozy relationship" wherein th .
] . - d 2 ‘ . f\,\
, . . . 3 ~ - N a .
evaluator 1s co-opted by the client's interests: This is not;td/argue »
- ‘- . 1]
" . B ]
that external credibility should be ‘the inffdr,even\the major concern,
. o ’
but -it is something’ that one should consider, - . . )

Legal restraints.-against so¥e source contracting are becoming K

Jore common, éspeciélly‘for feié:ally fhn:xs end eavors. The prestmed oot

r »

intent is to reduce the bias in contracting procedures whether that bids g

is deliberate or unwitting. Where this éonsgfaint exists, a synopsis

4 .

review or RFP approach should be ﬁgépted.' . : \\\ ) A ‘

. The financial resources available should.be considered when one is °

N . » v ~

reaching a decision on which option to choose. One can,coﬁﬁute the g
1 . :

\ ' ‘u. ~ M f ., . . . : e v \;\
costs associated with an RFP process--stiff salary and benefits; copsultant -

o N

- . »

- v

fees, production andAhailiqg'costs, etc. Comparimng these costs to the' >

tw M L]

dollars one is willing or able to commit €o the evaluation pérmits ode - ) >

’ ' c . ] . . - !
‘to make a betger judgment about whether the benefits of the RFP mechanism N

. " . . R - 5 . - - A ; . , . ‘u

) [/ / r
A\
~ “‘ * €
. 5 R SRR :
|‘ . - R ‘i - ’
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-

-

that amount Of tioney if th' /total evaluation contract-will be $3,000

| ¥ ¢ ‘or less. Maybe it.is onl//worthwhile if the contract value exceeds

$5,000. There is notsin(gl'e universal standard in either absolute or

9
*1£ this approach is .,inappropriate, the synopsis review approach .is the
o, ’ aore economical option remaining for initiating a contract! Although
-, . ) * \ ’ . ‘ : ’
i -, initiglly expengive, use of the RFP approach (if it can be afforded) i
N s . ‘ L N
N . N . 3 ; NA
may lead to long~range savings by identifying qualified evaluators .
. ¢ [ f‘\‘. ] ° hd
T, . with creative, inexpensive approaches to condytting the evaluation. .
50 4 P /
N, i X . o . / .
LIS ) ‘\.\M e ‘ -~ ) 7
- . S . _ /
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- . > “ !
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. CHECKLIST: Section F:our: Cri-'tefia for Selecting Amogg‘

|

t

1. .Is there a legal constraint against sole source
contracting? (If yes, discontinue use of this
section of the checklist and go to Item 4 below;
if no, ‘go.on to Item 2.) , o

Procedural Options fo‘; Letting Contracts

* {Check one f

r each item

No

Yes

2.  Is there an evaluation contractor who meets
the criteria in checKlist three, who is
interested in this evaluation, and whose

services are desired bi?i?:ﬂent? (If yes,
go to Item 3; if no, go to/Item 4.) :

fw
*

Have such a large nuntber of contracts been
" - let to this same contractor that "cronyjsm" .
" may be a danger? (If;)es, reconsider Item 2
above for a new contractor; if no begin
negotiations.) . T g

Yy

4, Are the financial ré;eques available for

this evaluation sufficient to-warrant the cost

of an RFP? (If yes, prepare an RFP; ifno* ,
use synopsis review approach to find a *
suitable contractor. )

* SUMMARY TO SECTION FOUR:

Based on questions ,1-4 aﬁove, which of the

following procedural options do you select ~ .. .. ~
for letting the evaldation contract? (Brief - . b.
definitions of options appear below on this ~ "

pa.ge. 5 ) N ' : . ’ . »/ C.

N .
~ -

, (I.f "a" or #¢" is chosen, go to section six of

this checklist; if 'b" is chosen, go to section

T~ -ar ‘So}’e Source Contract '

D Request for Proposals

' D Synopsis Review Approach

- five of this checklist.)

= ~

/

s -

Sole Source = cohtractof identified solely on the basis of known qualification to conduct

J
evaluation studies '

-~

P:équgst for Proposals = contraétor identified on the basis of a détz_tiled proposal for the _
' conduct of the evaluation, submitted in an open competition for the contract.

3

-~

7 .

. . -
o , . - i,

=

'/Synopsis Review Approach = contractor identified on the basis of a brief outline of (1);_how
« the evaluation study woylH be conducted and (2) evaluator's qualifications

75




'Criteria to Consider When ' -

CHECKLIST Sectlon Five:
- _ Usmg an RFP

1. D'oes t;i:e RF¥P includé: - -

a. an adequate description of the context in
which the evaluation is to take place? ¢

\

Yes

. ‘Check one for each item

No

~J
&

) clear statements of the purposes and
-~ ' charactemstlcs of the pro;ect to be
evaluated?

\

c. the spe01fic products expected from

/ ‘ the evaluation?, N .

N\

the resources available for the \
evaluation? N

the constraints which would affect the
! evaluation?

. 2.  If methodological restrictions (e. g.,

; Wns on sampling) are essential,
: - € they i_ncluded in the RFP?

Has a panel been selected for remewmg
the proposals recéived ?

4. Has the panel established criteria for
" judging the proposals ? = |

5.  Are these criferia included in the RFP?

. e

. SUMMARY TO SECTION FIVE:-

Based on questions 1-5 above, is the RFP .
ready to be issued? (If yes, issue RFP and
proceed to section six of the checklist; if *

By

3
3

no, re-write RFP),

-~ IR 7%
. : (\\

»;
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e - .
. -~ oy -
- : : _ "
< - . “ I LS m

i . F. Standards and Procedures fotr Negotiatin i
® ‘ ( - With an Evaluation Contractor
\ ‘ B’ ‘ ., - \ ., \ %“b’h’

Once an ‘evaluation chcractor has been identifiea, the negotiation
4 Al ” .

for a contract begin. If the RFP approach was used, the p&oposal‘
- ' . ‘

~

constitutes the basis for negotiztions, but much remains to be decided.

If the contract is a sole source contract, even more may be required.

ction of the paper deals with six topics. when to initiate
negotiat ons, the evaluation design phase,of negotiations, the scope

of work,

e

igsues for mutudl discussion and agreement, who is involved

) in\negotiat ons, - and when to abort negotiations. : ‘*
. % . ' -
\\N . - N .

1. When to Initiaeetmegotiations , -

—_—

It is by now a truism that if evaluation is to have maximum impact ®
it must begin early in the life of a project. It should then be self-

evident that the mnegotiations for such evaluation must occur as soon as*

/ \it is practical to do so, i.e., .as.soon as the commitments necessary

to proceed with therproject have been made. o <

N
o !

>

Given the nature of summative evaluation, some have concluded that

e
= S

. it is;appropriate to engage an external evaluator only when the project
L ) . ' . T ' ‘ ' Ve ¥
has been up and running for a considerable time. The evaluator is then

L] I

expected to come in and collect impact data from’ teachers, studentsf_gr

A 4

. whomever and,prebare a finai‘report.' At first glance this approach ,;
' may seem almdst‘lqgical:: In ﬁ%int'of'faét, it creates problems‘oﬁ the

> ) RN . ‘.\ * .: ' : . v A
\ greatest magnitude. o e o . . .
- L k R S G \‘ ). .‘-x.‘ U

i} _ LT There are’ basizally two dimensions of the summatiVe evaluation
S ' Shich determine when the' evaluator*shou;d be engaged. The first bf

~ .-e ‘e .
5 . [ . e oY
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{1

5 . . . ) N
these is the type of inquiry involved. 1Is an g;perimental_desig , O
one of tﬂé time frame éppro;che;‘(anthropolo;ical study, time serkgs,
longitud%nal\FaSe studies, ‘etc.) most approp;iate? The second critical
dimension.éon;@rnsythe responsibility of the evaluétof for the creation

of new instrumghts or data collection procedures.
In the instance when an experimental deésign is to be used, the o
o, b \1 ) S
evaluator must be involved prior to the assignment of the treatment to

the experimental units. The complete justification of this statement

N \ : 2 \\
would require an examination of experimental design which is well beyond
the scope of this pape:.l6 Suffice to state that any outcome is the
consequence of the interaction of treatment and subject. The cdrrosive

. . -
effects of acids depends- to a certain extent on the substance with which

In much the same way, the impact of altermative %%

they come in congéit.

\

IS

approaches to readiﬂg, for example, will 'depend upon the status of the.

.

children taught, Unless the eyaluatof has an opportunity to

/ -

>

>

“
¢

.

influence

which students receive what instructioh, he or she will never be able to .

\

-

b

‘ 3
disentangle those effects which'arise from treatment differences from -
- R E '

those due to the’characteristics of the students,

4 '

v

wr

v ., 1 3
) Contrary to 'thé usual expectation, the use of a time frame evaluation

> ‘e -

v N > A .
evaluator must be engaged in time to permit the collection of data

_ approach requires an even earlier{gntry point. In these caSes the

!

-

. N\ [} .
concerning the status of those who are to participate well in advance of

¢ \

the introduction of the treatment. In an ahthrgpological casg study

« t .

£y

rodch, for exam le, the evaluator must beé. on site dnd recording the
&P P : )€, 0 1 \

“*
o

' » -

- . “n

t

16

. ¢

.

The interested readex is referfed,to*Caﬁpbeli and Stanley (1963).

G0

~

A
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nature of the phenomena of primary interest well prior to theé implementation

- ‘-‘ . - . . . =
of the innovaton so that he or she can be in a’position. to note the

» A

changes which occur as or-after that event tgkes place. While there is
. . ' : e

,n0 set standard for when observation begins, six months to a year prior

] P N A
to iniciatggn of the treatment is not unreasonable for most projects: .
. ¢ ) . ’ “ A
The need for the development of new instruments imposes an additional
. ‘ . ) ~ .
lead time requirement. In these cases the evaluator should be.engaged

® . .

soon enpugh to permit the development, tryout, analysis and revision

e

of the instruments prior to their first intended use. Thére are few

things less satisfying t@%n reporting the results of a well’ conceptualized

.

.evaluation which is inconclusitve because insufficient time was allocated

for the preparation of valid and reliable instruments. One circumstance

a . ‘

N

- . . ‘P\x S 8 . .
which qualifies as kess satisfying is reading that inconclusive report

whén you are the client for whom it was preparéd. : :
\ . O . .

2. The Design Phase - ’ - ).

Thie importance of the design of the evaluatiom has already been
] - .. - \/~

explored.. It is indeed the most critical element ‘in the,evaluatdr's task

A

because all else depends on its logical consistency, comprehensiveness

i} -~ '

and ciarity.' During the period of negotiations,ﬂzz is recommended that

the evaluator submit a detdiled design which can be reviewed by the

clients and modified as circumstances and mutual satisfaction dictate.

-

The resultant’'design would then be part of the contractual arrangement R

‘
&

agreed to by both parties. < « ~ .

As stated earlier, the evaluator is. entitled to compensation for

this‘efgort. A fee should be &stablished for the preparation of a

. ¢ -,
)

~
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ot -
A

. :
detailed design and .this fee should not be contingent upon whether or not

Y \ . .

the design is accépted. The selected evaluator, fof example, agrees
for a fee to prepare a design for the evaluation-of an innovativeé?rogram

- E . . 3
. J .

in career educationcwhich involves the assignmeni~of students ,to various

. ' . ) v 2
- >

employers for a portion of the school.day. The evaluator insists that

° . .
- -
PR . A

< .
v e . ! N

within volunteer group in order for “the results to be credible. The

%

B . . .
client, for valid political reasons,:cannoc agree to thac condition.‘ .
After discussipn, a mutual decision is reached that the client shouldll

- -

seek a new evaluator. Evenlthough the first evaiuator s design was -

©

. ‘A . .

reJected, compensation for time spent on its preparation is in order.’ /

With the knowledge that ‘the fee is secure, the evaluator w111 design the
. study that, in Qis,or her professional judgment, is best ﬁqr the project

. within the resourte limitation. There is no notive for trying to reduce -

>~ ~ . » .
.
.. L}

the risk of Einancial loss by minimi21ng the investment in the design,

/

which is usually accomplished by trying to figure out 'what the client

*o

wlll buy" tather than what should be done. In shprt,ythe.design.;eefiS'.

.
e

one's best protectjon against -shoddy perfommance inlthis,crificai area.
'+ One copld, of ourse, wrice a contract in the absenée of ‘a desiéh
and make thatwprodﬁ t'the first reddirbi'dffche'evéluarbr.\ This‘br0cess
resulcs in essen;ial y the same beneficsras ;hat described above in the
. fee situation—;qsuﬁ y; the evaluator is paid o provide a detailed .

~ .

desigt which is used as a basis for deciding whether the contract ’

»~

should 'be’ continued beyOnd the flrst phase. .Jud@ment that a4 design was'

N A

* l
. e o i /
J . B . . . “

thé selection of students for participation in the progriﬁ must be random

. By adhering to this pnactice, the client is ultﬁmately benefitted.- .

4 -

A

A

-
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o \‘ - :ne ‘termination of a contract,,t rather th3n the bneaking off of negotiations
’ ) . . « ‘ - “~ . . 3
. ! as in the previous ‘case. 'l‘his distinction should not be a problem, however,
> A M . ‘. . .
', *. {3s lang=as provision for the termination of the con'tract, if the design -
3 . . . LR 4 ’ .l \ . N .
. - . . an . C :
. ’ 1s unacceptable to the client, is built into the contract. -
. < -~ ’, ) v A / ’ o .
) . . Alte*natively, one could let an independent (contract for the de51gn
: ”phése. At the conclusion of that phase a dec'.Lsion about the adequacy of
- .' 13 ~ e .
® the design is, reached. "The second contract for th’onduct of the evaluation
. A O ’ -
. . is tnus contingent upon satisfactory performance in the first cOnt\ract . .
. ' oeriod. . 'If the proj"gct is very large, for example a three year R
N * J v, -t ) R ‘ v
',' a.walu.ation at $15Q, 000 a year it ‘sometimes. makes s‘ense to let’ £wo .
N ; -
I even more de51gn contract& with‘ the understanding that the party wholse
. Y - ”
\f de31gn is Judged most superior w1ll receive the contract for.the evaluation ?
e . . .. N . - LN
® i.tself.l%] . ‘ Lo ) '
' . t_ ‘ ' - ) ". ) ' .
) : 3. The.Scope of Work . T ER i
y - \ I, . ¢ ; ‘
) . i ‘ " o f . . .
e AL \'The second most importang topic for negotiation is the -»s'cope of
KON ne .
i i ’ * . v - : - C :
. . e work for the evaluation. The scope of wogp is’really the operational
o ., * : oL " * ’ .. - ,' ' -
- 'statement of the design. Within it one stipulates, the procedures to be .
\ ] : Stipt S. | P .
® g .employed, " the product‘S/(fr-Etruments, reports, etc.) which can be expected * .,
. . Y . ° . ! e e X , v !
from the evalyation, and the timé schedule‘for performance as\we'l'l‘as !
. [ 0. s - -t ~ ’ \‘ o ! 3 m ' .
S the deadlines for delivery. It ig in the light of this scope of work that
. - ~ LY . ’ .
. (578 ~ o . . \ .
® . one monitors the prerrormance of the evaluator in meeting the contract. . 7
N : + . . .
. A 'Y
/ The companion paper: by Sanders and Nafziger (l975) deals direct’ly et
h v % :
v ‘ - . .o
. .| w1th the 1nformat;ion that ought to be 1ncluded in an, adequate design ‘and {
. N » - . ’ . i .
Y J"g’. scOpe of work, ' 7 ',. oL ,Y_ Pt
] | . ) . N . . . o, . r
e f . Q - - * . . . . .
SRS , " / B SR :
' . BRI . &
Ce The criteria fdr, an adequate. dqsign constitute- the basic topic ‘of the
. ' . comp$rtion paper’ (Sa‘hders and Naf-ziger, l975) and will not be dealt with here.
‘ Q des. i . .oN < N
2 ‘ S8 S
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L 4. Issues for Dlscuss on and Mutual Agreement.

¢y . ’ 5
¢ , .

There are séveral issues whith, if left. unresolved duriné contra

,

- .« o ) '
. negociations, can later prove to be sources of gredt consternation.
- ] .

-
- i

e K . , - .

« oz “the cllent and evaluator with respect to 1nformat10n actess “and nquiry

T ' regtriction. Brlckell (1975) prox;lces several excellent examples of :

® o % these kinds of problems. In 3pme cases the evaluator bec)om‘;s‘.\acy;re that
an ,importanc”?bjectlve was over]:oo.ked\in. t‘he prephration 'of t‘He con'tract.

top e One c;f 'Bricke_ll's‘ exampies clea.’tvt. witn a project that irvolved tﬁe ehplq.};-

‘ v h
J N - [

Y

® ment of paraprofessionals. The evaluator's charge in a contract issued
by the central admipistration of a 'maékgr American city was to examine

-y ~ . . ’ . .

the impact of the program on student learning. But the paraprofessionals

- . . . .
& . ’

& R . ne
\d . . were directly employed by area superimtendents .who had a very§different =

~oN
]

view of the purpose of the program., Brickell desc_ribes a meeting with

~ - -’ RN
Dl N
. A b .

these individuals: . R ‘ . T
. ' . ) B
o "While meeting thh area superintendents to explain_ the study,
one *bf their spokesmen ogened up” with someth:,ng llke-this.
'Okay,-'you evaluators. Let%s get one th1ng stralght from the .
start. We have these garaprofess:.onals here in these s@hools
. no‘t%only to help kids- learn‘but ta lmk us to the community.
P ‘ That's why. we have thetn. - 'l‘hat s why, we're going to keep them
. We're not looklng for a. report about test results.that will °
.".." cause any troublé with the Board of education downtowm, . *They 'v
. " . got their reasons for giving, us’ the money to &ire paraprofes—
-

sionals; we've got our reasons for.taking the money. So mo , '

- .. ' < 'matter what you find out about kids' achlevement we're going >
e - - ko keep our paraprofessignals.’ Don' t make it difficult.?" (p! 3)

v ) . LY
¥ In thESe circumstances the ev’al, ator has the respoﬁsibility to*
e > . ’ ’ -

, 1dentif,y the "hldden -0bj ectiVe. Hle or she -is‘net,_\howe_ver‘, required

y . . 2 o R O : . oot e
. N « ¢ .- _‘ Y - - L. .‘ ul- 3 e . a .~ [y
' 318 '

. . _Po:r;t'ions of tﬁs .sectio\&ere‘ad‘aptations of.Wr'ightf(l‘975) N
- ' "" et . . *in ‘y 'l R . "v ’ - !
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ERIC = -~ o X ‘
B . - . . ' R LI - 1
T : s . : . o, B |
et R - - - , L . i
.
.




N

o . ’ . ' + r
>  to investigate the efficacy of the-project in cementing community

, &t . , /

" e

‘. ° B

.
-

. L - 4 L SRR 4

.

N

3

N : ” . « A
relations. That investigation would require new resources and a new or

el N : -’ ) . ¢ . ] : . .
> the jssue of who is involved in negotiation, a topic to which we will
return. At any r%ﬁé,"it is the client's responsibility, not the~
<o ' )
evalgator's,

3
| ] —

‘areas of inquf;

N ~

h . .
that failure to address relevant objectiVes or ef

b - 5

4 .

2 . i 7y

, A

~
f—

Y.

2

- v

\

| ’

are.duty noted. - . . I

- .

)

red!sed contragt. Indeed this exaﬁple illustrates the imﬁof

&

A J
tance of

orts of a, pro

%Z insure that the contract cgvers all of the salient
. :

~

v

The evaluator's role is only that of being certain

ject

~

“

~

.

L)

- -

.3
w -
1

Q

RIC |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.
.

It is also the client's respon§ibility to insure accese to the data
X - . .

- — - » !
‘@ thay the contract requires the evaluator to collect and/or analyze. -

For example; if thé’teachéns in a given schgol simply refuse to respond
\— = > ¢~ - ( - .

3 ~ B

.
- ~ N ~t

to the questionnaires prepared by the evaluator, the contracting school
k4 I . : P ' i

" —

system must bear responsibility for the inevitably flawed report which

»
[}

will result, « . ) e

~ + In the preparation of thﬁ\contract, careful attention must be paid
. ”~

-

. Y
- .

N ’ “ - , ' . N . ] '
* _to identifying potential problem areas so that, Ynsofar as possible, . .

C e » ” [N

a R P .
both, parfies enter,the agreement with a.shared understanding of what

s %il] dcéur'and whaﬁ*éachxis expected to do tg facilitate ;hé inquiry.
e LA K ’ o '

‘Contfagt:negotia‘tions, should also result fn the sti‘ula_tion of

<

]
.
L s
. / r g
= ]

.. the restrictibns to

. 1
Y

. ~¢ . . ~ \7 A -
be placed on the use of the resulting reports. The
B \_— . [N .' ¢ - » \ ! . 4

contract itse¥f Should,include a precise
. ) e - « N

. y’\‘s N

»

] . 4 ¢ “

-

* . scheduled tentativ@ly‘tq run three years hire evaluators to conduct

1 >

e , - -0 . .
"summative" gyaluation-.studies at the end of ‘each year of operation.
. NN . “p" . ~

N

reference to the infenéed audierce

é AP . . T
for reports. Fof' dxample, sgmé'funding agencies have required that projects

/
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These reports go to the project staff and the fun ing agency which uses”

.

ected, effective

them to identify prob}em areas which need to be co;

o

techniques which shéuld be.continued,'&é well ds to help the funding

©

agency justify continuation of the ﬁrdject. If the evaluator is to - .

iy

help .the project staff improve the progfam or project while it is in

— .

‘¢

4 5

~

- / .
then the failings and flaws need to be carefully examined

@

development,
M ' A ‘ ’ [N
so that they can determine what corrective actions are required. Yet, ,
- " » m .
.t ¢ *

¢ iz
documénting. one's inadequacies is seldom the best,
> P .

7

.approgch to use in ¢

soliciting fuhding.. Indeed, it is our‘kiew that iMa funding agency
4 : i

‘

. A N > . X v N Lt .
wants an objective evaluation which meets their own criteria,. then they
- > 4 L 4 ~

siould contract directly with an.evalg?tor. Forcing a funded- client to

M ‘

hire an evaluator whose reports go to _the funding-agency is'ratﬁéaeriké

i o~
’ - s *

»
’

asking the infested ‘tountry to provide a per diem fér}ong"sfresidegt f.z‘

. o . ’ oAt .
spies. . R . . C e e .
; >

¢t

The negotiations should also serve as an opportunity to explore:
p6tentia1 conflicts of interest. Is the evaluator currently employed

by a pfoject which is competing for funds from-the same source? Is

-
>

. -, S ' N 3 .
there any reward likely for ‘the evaldator if thle. report or the project
_ - 'Q.'\ T '~ ® i v

is' favorable or -unfavorable? 1The evaluator who has a spouse on the

project staff is likely to be influenced in report preﬁaration-by what

o ) - 3 { 2 ‘ & v . ’

would be most ddvantageous for the spouse.< Similarly, if the extermal
O

i

. evaluator is gq;rénteed continued employment if the pfpject“is refunded,

- . - .

and the evaluation report will be,grucigl;@ﬁ that, decision, then the

> \
3

evaluator's own financfal self-interest promotes favorable results.
5 L . , ¥
Mgéns of\gvbidiné such conflict situations should be explored.

\ 1 A\ o~

g N

“«
LTI,

.
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— ] . '
' . [ . { -
o < -7 "+, Another'issue that sometimes arises is the "piggy backing' of the, .
. 3 . . . JS . ; ‘oL
19 .

‘evaluator 's' research interests. For example, an evaluatgr has a’

. continuing interest in persenality research and wishes to administér e

" o b
N ' . M

] .~ ‘'some new personality assessment measures to the teacHers involved in
LY - h P . M \ . ‘. . N A} N "‘
‘ an evaluation project. .Is it proper: for him or her to do se, if such L ) s

" .~
. >

evidence would be unrelated; or only tangentially related,_to the e L
- I § - ~ : > . \_.'_ —- .\* [ )

® -. ' 7. client's evaluation concerns? It seems ' to the authors that such an ©
actlvity can be I.egltimat:e, but only if 'it has been mutually agreed ) BEEs

.
R .
[ LI LY . *.

upon. The best time to tonsider the issue is during negotiaf;io’ns so - °

. - -
MERSEEE S - v
+

. hY ) -‘ . ¢ . k3 > ‘ - M ¢ -
e that the contract can stipulate provisions and restrictions. e cL bl

. N
- * - - < 1
. z

- . . . Ia.the same vein, sometim’es:the evaluator can use’ instruments. v -

- <
C . -
- . . . . v +

develope"dgnder one contract in another very similar evalgatio’n. Is ., o -
. R

. . s A

® . it 1eg1t1mate” Yes, it is, unless the previous contract specifies -
N -‘v . -

¢ ! ' , ) . - -

otherwise (which would seem appropriate only whére ‘inst’rument‘s ‘have
< coxmnerc1al potentlal or other characterl.stlcs thé} would be of direct .

o - benefit to the client ) In the abée[nce of such cc%tract prov1sion, -the
- / .

'

. evglu’ator is not reStricted from using the instrument elsewhére. e

0

.

® When the project is completed the evaluator may y‘ish to publish the results
¢ , . R | R }
- - ' . , e ’

’ in a professional journal and would probably be willidg to disguise

the context of the study so @s to preserve the ¢lient's’ confidentiality, e

Ty . ’ . . . .
' \ . . ° * . a‘ )
® , ’ The client, however, .nay wish.to avoid or reserve to a later time any i
. ’ ’, . ' * R - ', . "
M * £ . o. i : o ‘ﬁf ' » “.) '
. publication of the flndings‘ Agaln,“mutual agreement.concerning the )
» . » . . . N » 8

rights of publlcation agrived at during the neéotlatlons phase would

‘ ) e . T . R - . \ . ) .ﬂ" .

alleviate or _eliminate problems'at a more criticaL juncture’. L <

N L X . \ . ) ' Vo ’ - 87 ‘- ,'{’l
1o . ) ST . R
Stake (1975) recently compiled the responses of several prominent TN
. . regearchers and evaluators to sewven issues involved in. commissioning an evaluation
.E TC ~ study. The. reader 1s referred to that document for an enllghtening discussion

of "piggy backing" and several other concerns raiSed here as well, .
. . : ¢

"'f . & 4 . . _/ . .l . ‘. . . N 85

- - . * =

" The publication rights iésue.goes beyond simply re-—using instrumeﬁt_s. ’
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Sometimes, ‘the Cllﬂpt nust or chooées to report nesults directly
D u'( SN -

. ., PR -

to some audience, for example the funding agency The c ient may, . °

K . ' .

abstract or modity the report submitted by the evaluation contrac'tor

- - s . Iy

ih°order to accompIish this end. Oceasionally, not often, the evaluator'

- N '
- . Y P »'., 5 -

perceives that{repOrt as misleading or inaccurate.» Thefevaluator in

sl
‘

Y

the authors'® view then has a professional and a moral responsibilicy
. ! -t , : "

-

Q

ERIC

P o
7 T

" of the graduates were dismiséed from ﬁheSe»Jobs for incompetence thhin

-demands that’ all of the information and}evidende availabIe, not just :

to respond to this misfnterpretation ot misuse o£ his ot’ Her work., For

. e e . . oo
N .t . I . :

examole, an unscruoulous project director reports:a vocational training

IS AR/ .t

program~as an unqualified success.r The report specifies that lOO\percent

~/ . '»\ ‘-c :
of the trainees were employed in full-time Jobs 1n their choseén. field at,

. 2 . R .

the concluSion of the program- The evaluator khows thav 65 percent .

P .\.o

two .months” after being hired. Since other students mgy be similarly }
. \ .
yictimized; since other agencies may be misled into dttempting t"‘

. . % 9 ’ . H M L

implement the shme training program,Lthe e@?luator has no alternative ‘

-

but to expose the graudulenﬁ use of the datar the means, for nebuttal

——

could vary zrom a letter written to ghe recipients ‘of the report te ‘*

- . - e ¥ - e \ ! e N X
an appeal to the ethics committee of some professional association.or :
) -
- - o) : e TSr
a public press conference. v e LT - '-?¢

a . o
] . ~ N vy . »
A related situation is the non-use of evaluation findings. The

- . . l

o -\ t

evaluatoxr hasﬂno right to %nsist that ohis orvher findings“beq;he sole R

basis for the client s dec151ons Indeen ratioﬁal dec151on'makihg S

y » g t, ~

v ~

that which is included in.the evaluation-%eport,,be’examined and"yeighed

v
N . - N ~ e

in the decision making process., Yet it can happen that a critigal’ -

o




. .

.

. f
[N

<

“ - - . -, . .
evalyation finding' is igndred, either deliberately or "through ‘mischance,
. . - ¢ 4 ] ,‘
by those reaching a particular decision. Depending on the consequences

.
. - N

of that non-use the evaluator may feel obligated to, respond. For

)
'

gxample, théﬁevaluapor found evidence to.suggest that the use of a
. ¢ y X -~ 5
particular sectal studies curriculum exacerbated racial discord among

.
¢ s -

4

the studénts. The decision is made to continue the use of the curriculum

P /

’ 3 o -

. - ‘ o .
because the decision makers did not, receive or did not take the .time

. . L
© g ' Y . i .

to read the evalyator's report. The evaluator must take steps to ifiform
* . ¢ il
. L ~ ~ 4

‘thegé individuals of .the data. Subsequently, should the decision remain .

.
’
B4 ¢

unal cered, theteyaluatpr maf feei\coppelléd cé.addreSs a ‘more public’

. ! - - ) . 2
-forum. L - . o e '

. 1’

3 ) ’ L y : . . ’
o, The probgpm has another side to-it. Sometimes the evaluator errs

.

.

.

. IS DU AU -
- -, nofi~use of ‘data-drise$ not from a lack of scruple,”but from a lack of

o

.

BN

. l . R

and inciudes‘inaécurabe information in a regort which 1is circulated to
\ . T . . -

.

a wider -audience. . The élient 1s now placed in a defensive posture. TN

T . -

e - . - . - AN X
:The report is wrong and.-must be corpected. VYet:in correcting what may

- \ ~ . o . . , . )
be minor factual errors, the client may discredit a report which is

‘ ]

by and large favorable. He or she is placed in an extremely untenable * 9 )
L. ¥ ‘1 7 : o . : ‘ ‘
position. | | T, = L e . . .
.0 e L T . . . L ‘ ’ .
The most unfortunate aspect of these situations ig the fact that ot )

- -
. i . ‘

'.(\ " " . . . " ’ t - "
they dre' usually so easily avoided. ..In most .instances the misuse or
. * .3 ‘ g . . e o N . * [
R 5 , . . .

\ 8
t . ’ * .
N ’

understanding. If the cohtract 'included provisions for the review of ~

. . 3

S P Wy T e ", ‘: N : .
reporfts by both'parties prior to release’and for the adjudication of
. . - S e T , < M.

dispites, most problems of Ehiglnatufe would probably’ be eliminated. ‘
y - , e N A ) P

< ~ . v \ . ‘ v

In the instance of,the-ungcfubﬁlous vocational trainiﬁg program

. P
A 4 - i

projéct ‘director), a conference with the’ evaluator might result in an
DL O, IRt . - At .

. . . - ]
- ’




. . [ .«
*

- ’ e ’ 3
® t, impasse. The director }sees an opportunity to make hay while the sun

. . .

shines. The evaluator, one hopes, will not tolerate such frau >~ but
-~
will ma'ke\"very effort to expose it. 1In the other examples used, however,

) it is doubtful that disagreement would persist‘. Reasonable individual .

will find acce'.ptable resolutions. Thus a provision .for prior review

.
’

\ to correct factual errors and examine differences in interpretation of

o the evidence would substantially ameliorate the situation. -

-

An agreed upon adjudication process would also be.beneficial.

-

+ .
' . There are many means that one can employ to achieve the resolution o'

® T disputes. A binding or a non-binding arbitration clause could be
‘- : - H ; ¥
inserted in the contract. The arbiter could be a professional member

of the American Arbitration.Association. Alternatively, an agreement’ —
o \:ould be reached on the use of an individual arbiter or a panel of
rbitraters chosen from the field of education. The p'a'nel offers the’

advantage of permitting the representation of multiple perspecﬁives, |

.

v..

e.g., evaluation, administration, and the relevant instructiondl
‘ . s . "t - ”
disciplines. The panef should, -however, consist, of an odd number of

individuals in order to avoid’tie votes. At least one member of the

0, ' panel should be technically competent in the appropriate evaluation
. . o R . o 4 .
methodologies, i.'e., statistics, measurement, design, ethnogfaéhy, 1

\ =
.

' observational systems, etc. If that is not possible, the panel should

- N \

L have access to expert testimody. ' ' ¢ )
. . . * . o ¥,

d
» )

Even in the absence of a binding arb;l.tr;tion c;lause, the contractual

Y] '

) CLe ¢ ) [Y . ’ ) °
.agreement for an adjudication process could {se,rve a valuable purpose. . 3
A ’ '

r .

, ' In the case of conflicting interpretations of the data, for example,

4 ! — H
~— . . .

.
¢ ' -

&
$

v




° it could serve to leg1timate or discredit particular courses of action.

H

Take the case of the social studies eurriculum. If" the client feels
that the data on racial discord‘was inconclusive or unreliable and for

) " that reason should be deleted from the report, arbitration might fail
. T v v
to resolve the differences of the client and the evaluator concerning

~

the worth of the data but mlght suggest that bdth points of view ought

) ) to be included in the report. It could thus discourage and discredit ¥
thé use of a more public forum. h s = ’
/ - o . : s e
I The same approach to conflict resolution eould.be utilized in R
' - N . - - ) : * * ’
o instances where the client- wishes to terminate a contract, for example,
» ' ] \~ t . - . .

k7 PRI 4 - P
on the grounds of nqn-parformance, or the evaluator wishes tgQ terminate, '

-

"

pov
for examgle, on the grounds that the client "has not met contract condrt1ions

y T |

L J o concerning data accesF. Terminationtproceduxes should 7also be a matter, L
e . N . R el :
. ; of contractuals agreement. oL .. “ - >
3 > ’ , b o ’
i - Regardless of the means choseny and irrespective of the perceived
. ‘ ) . ' L ‘ NS
o . likelihood that it will be nekessary, "it is recomnended that.an adjudication
. ';\ - \‘ )i .v
. ‘. ; ~ ’ o : . o
, . . process be negotiated and indluded in the contract. The mere availabilircy
! ) . ’ ¢ ' < )
’ s [ : - N ‘ b
. of the process often serves to promote better communication and more
- . ‘ “ . e ®
o facile resoludlon of disagreements betwedn client and coptrdctor. = .
' - » “ ‘
Of course the contract should also stipulate the basis of payment. .
. o 2oa . .
4 N« .
. ’ \Xot only the totaly sum of the contract.price, but the payment scheduIe
® needs to be clear. Some funding agencies have\ restrlctions concerning what
> ) 7o . -
'equipment costs can be legitimately paid, fer .mcample, br the amount
' .
that can be charged fer indirect costs. It is wisk to include these
. . . M ' . _ . ' ' ' N
.’ restrictions in the evalpation contract to avoid confusion. Is is «
: . - o . ' ' : . N v
- —4’. I ‘ ' ) *
.o~ ) Loov B .
& s :
B . 4 . ) = . S B
q« O . oo . , _ o, -
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also useful to include in the contract specifications for -

appropriate remuneration in the event the contract is terminated.

I

.
. Y

5. Parties Involved in Negotiation. . R

-

One common source of difficulty in the conduct of ‘evaluations is ;

the- fact that significant indiv@duels or groups were mot included in

‘the negotiation of the contract. An excellent case in point is the one
© . v k2

related by Brlckell and quoted earlier in this paper concerninggﬁh ’ .
2, § 2

" area suoerlntendents who had different expectaiions of thf paraprofessional

a0
v

, F g L] jo :

= ) ool ; '
oroject than did the central admknistration.,'Had the central admlnlstra-

tiog‘thoughcato involve the aBea superintendentsnin,xhe negotiation of
> A

the “contract it is highly-probable:éhat a more comprehensive evaluation

. “\/\‘ . ) '/ ke
would ha}r occurred. Certainly~the evaluator's role would have been -

- v
£ - .

clearer “and lesswfraught with conflicts As a gemeral rule all who’ will
R .. - e ) ] :

.

’

. . ’ N N
be affected by-the evaluation have the “kight to be involved in the

I oy Ay X ,
negotiations--at least by representation: Too often, for example, we
- x - ” LY 1
)

expect teachers and students to comply completely with an investigation
- Q . . "

\ ! AN ’
without ever involving them in decisions about what data will be collected,
- T2 v . N i

~ fYom whom, in what manner, .or when. It does not’ gseem unreesonable to

suggest“chat at a minimum a representative of each,group cauld be
? . v

' 3 '

involved in.the negotiatlons and report back ‘to thdse he or she represents..

.
- . v o -~ . &

- The preceding argument should not be taken to mean that these groups

~ [
g, -

are entitled to.be involved.in all aspects ‘of the.negotietions: For -
K . N ~p~‘,_-{' . ." '

example, since the argument is anuous at best that the, teéchers and ’\

.
b - . ~
=

;scﬁdents ar'e affected By theaannual salary made\by an evaluatqr, they
L] [ S ‘

o7 ol s - /\
, are not éntitled to that 1nformation nor to- involvement in negotlation ’

. .
.‘ N 3 -

concerning sa;ary'or budgec. It may be that some day all publicly supported

’
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® u_ contracté, salarjes and budgets will be open to public v;iew.' Road .
N . ‘3 . ~ . ot

. contractors, public works departments, hospitals, etc., and their .

| . “

< <

a

employees would then all be subjectéd to the same scrutiny. Im that

. : N \ ) N \ - ~ o
. . ’ . - . . i I
o case the evalﬁation contractor's re;:ords,"should 3lso be open.,  4Until R
. .t L : -,
that day arrives, however, sméling out the evaluation )E'ontractor is &
- v , w ' T ' -
, simply discrimination.,
i » ¢ - ’
@ A ,Moreo\'rerl, one must;bear in mind that' involvement in the negotiations

( j

does not equdl veto power. The primary negotiators are usually the funding
. ‘ ¢ ‘. ! . .

ageacy and the direct client. Thus, if ‘{the state’department of education

. . B ! -

) . provides money to a school system for a/particular evaluation project,

~ »

-the state* department and the legally cc/nstituted authorities of. the’

- . / ’*& S -
local system are the principal negotiators with the evaluation contractdr. .. “”
) “ The inVolvement of\principals,‘ teachers, students, and \citizens is at v i

.

a secondary level and limited to those aspects of the contract which
. ¢ N < -

directly affect ‘them. . NS ) X . - o =

-
A

L O ~

) ' . The involvement of these groups is in keeping with the fundamental

IS

'

values of a democratic society., It also tends' to maximize communication

] . s
.

and reduce the threat of non-cooperation-on the part of ‘those who “either
c0 ’ . s B’ ‘- N » *

L B ~ don't understand what is going on or. are alienated by virtue of their

e

~

exclusion irom the decision making process. ) ‘ N
- = R . . . = . N

( n .
é - . -6, Procedures for -Terminating Negotiatioms. - - .- .

e . Co’n?/ide_'r -the following si'tuat'ion_. An evaluation contractor h\s been .

selected -either on a sole source basis or by means of an RFP. \Iegotiatlons
] ‘_. N i . B "

have been g01ng on for two months, the- proJect will be implemented within ’ b

‘ S ., >

4 £s "

, "‘the next four months. 'Bime i getting short. Does the cli‘ent break of§

\ o v

e

’4

. . .’1egot1ations and begin barga; ng w1th -their seqond Chg%(:e7 ]Lt all depends.
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It depends on whether the negotiacidns are progressing smoothly

~
N -

and, a contract can oe expected soon. It depends on'how much lead time .

< .g

It depends on'how

before implementation the-evaluation J;ll require.

[3

v

%uch money nas been 1nvested thus far in the process ‘and what it is expected

s

3
&

te gcost before a contract is consummated ﬁt also depends on wnether '

the contractor adﬁ'cllen€ thlnk "that it is worth the expenditure of more

- » »

‘time and energy to pursue the negotiations.

Jeither the client nor evaluator can force negotiations .to a successful

If irfeconcilable differences exist,

conclusio?: the only dntelligent

~ r N N
Course of action is to agree to terminate négotiations. The wisest

‘s

way to proceed might be for all the parties involved tO set some resource

¢ ~ . .
and time limitations on what they will invést ;n‘the negotiation.
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_ CHECKLIST: Section Six: Criteria for Use in_
+ ° + Negotiating the Contract ’

4

Yes ~ '} No

1. . If an experimental designis appropriate, . s
' are_the negotiations scheduled to cceur in - )
time to permit evaluator involvement prior , 1.
to the assignment of the treatment to,the’ ' . oo
expérimental units ? - .
If a time frame approach\to the evaluatlon . - .
is appropriate, afe the hegotiations ~ ., . N '
scheduled to,occur in time to permit the T~ .
. "collection of data (concerning the status . S | L )
° - of those who are to participate) well in ' P .
- advance of the introdu¢tion of the treatment? . : - . -
3. If necessary, are the'negotiations scheduled S R
' to occur in time to permit the develdpment, _ ' o
tryout, analysis, and revision of instruments - ' RN ‘
- prior to their first intended use? e . L s - 11

® ' 4  Have adequate provmsmns been made Jaqr the . - g ~ ‘ S
LTV deve‘lopment .of ‘an evaluation désign. through NG S . i 11
. e~ . ¥Bne of the following® rpreparation of design - s .- R
‘ for set fee; preparation of design as the : N . ) <4

" B -

e, 8

+ first phase of the contract; or preparatlon s ~ -1
~of de31gn under, an initial contract, with a ’a .,

separate contract for implementing the de31gn. .

Does the negohaled Scope of Work 1ndude

- . - * - 1

|
|
|
|
} ' . 'a the procedur s- tobe employed by the *° _ ‘ ' C )

®°. ' ' evaluator and & time scheduquor their - N v i

: performancy ? ST : ]

.+ b, adequate de criptions e-fthe,products s to - \ B

N ; be expected from the evaluation and . R * .

: . _deadlines for their,?ehvery? \ B . . o

"'. ) . c. criteria for judging that the /contract A l

' has been fulfilled? °

6. Have the nego’aatxons dealt with the L ~ I I e

‘.- respective responsibilities of the cljent T .
' ’ and contractor concerning: T

° ) t

- a. -the identification of the o’bJec,twes of -
the inquiry ? R

" b. data access? . . - . - IR
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‘. . - - ' ' 1
Je ' ., I, . "\ ot T . .
. T ) .~ . “|Check one for each item
: L . N N Yes \ _No
- ( 3‘ ;‘:ta,‘ o : L ;-‘\ :ﬂ‘ '*v'.- .’- . T
* : 7. - Are the audiences’ of the evaluation oy o oo NI
. ’ report(s) 1dent1ﬁed? R \ ' L N A K - -
8.  Have negotiations concerping poténtial’ . - "« .- . |’ T
. conflicts of interest taken place ? ' L N
9. Has the issue of "piggybacking" other. .= AR T "
® I research interests heen discussed? \ Lo i
10. Have‘the copynght and publication . ‘; L S R
r rights issues been thoroughly  ° N SR '
‘ explored and mutually aereed upon? . S 331“ M N : .
- . 11. Has an agreement concesning-the ™ . - PO S N R )
® .rights of prior.Yeview of reports been. . - L :
’ reached ? ‘ : e N o1 -
B 12. Has an adjudication procedure been - o ] '
', - established ? : ’ . ' )
7 13. Has a basis for payment been o e i
o éstablished? ' ﬂ‘* . -
o 14. Have the pfimary nego'!’iators ‘been ;o : I
: < identified?” . .
B '15. \I:ave these who will be affected by the R ‘ T -
e . valuation been invited to participate _. , o -
'® ' at a secondary level in the negotxatxons o } g0
- . at least by representation?’, e - i
_16. Has a ime and resource lxmit for. . PR E ; .
‘ e nggotiations beén Set by mutual®agreement ?” -1 :
“ 17.  If the negotiations have not been success- - ) . ’
o . - fully concluded.with the time and resource ' . = - N ‘
o limits set, has a second poten’aal ¢ . ' ., .
\ _ contractor beén identified? : (Refer to, . ’ < - ‘
Car Lo checklist sectionthree, ) } Y . - - : B
<7 . S, e U IR
‘ o * , .‘zs .t ’ ] : - J-} 'v , \
e e ’ R
A SUMMARY TO szcgomsnc: - B I . .
~ \ Based oR ques,nons 1-17 above,, have nee;otian ons . ) . d
', o béen sufﬁmently successfﬁl to warrant letting a - *~ - ‘ g
.o . lcontract or confcracts for accomplishment of the ~ . I )
:‘."evﬁtibn design and conduct of the evaluation 7', j . ' /
- <" |@f yes, sign the contract; if no, re to section oy . -
'. o ,four and use, t@ f'md another contractor,)” ‘- Lo 1o Y

v . B i v L A I
- Iy . .
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Standards ahd Brocedures for Monitoring N

¥auw

an Evalua,t‘io’h Cjtract .

» ‘w v ’ '
N - R . > o,
L4 - . L4

. ~

Assume that the negotiations have been successﬁuily concluded and

P e -.'. X

that a»»eontraa: to conduct the evaluatlon. exists. - If the, gegbtiat‘ibns e

& . "’ ,.r e

have been well conducted why doe,s one need to monftor the contract" :
o .« 9
\_
There are tvfo basic Teasons, for monitoring “The first s tq\identiﬁy
“ - \ .
- unant'iclpated even\ts which Will affect: the capac'ity “of the cl:.ent: or. -

v o1

eVaiuator t:o complgr fully w1th the contract $o° that renegoti,ation of
! . € . » v .a
the contract, if necessary, can, occur. he second reasoén for monztora.ng
& »

.

is to 1dent1fy pro ptly a}'éas of dissati factlon og the p.art of e:Lther

VIR
¢ l . e 'D

the cllent or the contr,actoﬁ 'S0 tha& ‘smadl problems do not. grow into a

. 3 *

N -
- breach~of contract .situation, and to faci,lltaﬂe mut:ual agreement to

terminate the/con-trm if 'that seems’ ‘to be the‘best course of action.

e ' 3 L)

i.f N The' Tools of Monitoring ,

’

. . -

Therev are two tools that. permit; thet cllent to uionitor the performances
! .

of the contradtor.. P The ﬁirstris the scope of work section ~Qf the contract.

¢

¢

-" ¢ v ! ’

Ehe second is the criteria es_ta.blished for the procedures and the products

. o . . Un .
> - Lt .g -

spec1fied in the corftract. The lat,ter tool is the toplg: for the companion

e, f.;"a’

paper (Sanders- and Nafziger; 1975) and@t‘ville,not bevd\ea;lt with ;here. T

[y
‘

\

» <

Other than the qualitativqjudgments to be made,‘there are: four
. - . v “ . o N

bas:.o questions one can ask of"’ therevaluator s performance. .

’ t o 3 “~

.

.

. 1. Did t;he evaluator use the procedures thdt were agreed upon" )

PYl

| -

.Z. Did the evaluator use ithe procedures within the time schedule
Cagreed upon" c e . , . e

-
N

bl ’ R ‘ '
3. Did the evaluator deliver th;e proddcts agreed upon"

. ',

4, Were those- products deIivered by the agreed upon deadlines7

)
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1/\'The'Tools of Monitoring .

e ' -
Standards ahd BrOCedures for Monitoring N
an Evaluatioh Qggtract e .
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Assume that the negotiations have been successﬁully concluded and

that a- contrag% to' conduct the evaluation exists. If the, gegbtiatibns .Y

[} ~ : !, PR ‘w‘

have been well conducted why does one need to monftor the contract’ :

e - L . -
\ .
There are two basic reaSons‘for monitoring “The firstais tg‘identiiy
. .. \ B
unanﬁic1pated events which Will affect the capacity ‘of the client or.

v v o c -

eValuator to compl* fully w1th the contract so" that renegociation of

v N R 3 . > \

the contract,hif necessary,-can occur. he second reason for monitoring

3 L i'

is to 1dentify pro ptly areas of dissati factlon og the part of either

- . L
’ Y ¢ . "

" the client or the cont:actoﬁ so tha@ ‘smadl problems do not, grow into a

*

M e .-
breach -of contract‘situation, and to facilitafe mutual agreement to

. terminate thW if 'that seems' ‘to be the‘best course of action.

s 0 “ -
¢

‘

- . . -

There*are two tools that. permit the“client tq Monitor Che performances
. . ' .

.

of the contradtort The ﬁirsttis the scope of work, section qf the contract.

v * . )
s . e 4! P .

mhe second is the criteria established for the procedures and the. products

c’ . .

spec1fied in the cortract. The lat;er tool is the topic for the companion

v »
< R ‘\” ¥y s

’

'fpaper (Sande::s- and Nafziger; 1975) and'*'&fillt,not be &eqlt wlth ;here.-

AN

Other than the qualitative;judgments to be made,‘there are- four

2}
@ * 14 . [N

basio questions one can ask ofﬂthe«evaluatom s performance°- 4
. f b o . ~ ° ) .
. 1, Did_the evaluator usé the procedures‘thét‘ﬁere agreed upon?

v

~

.Z. Did the, evaluator use ithe procedures within the time schedule
Cagreed upon’ e . , ] e

-
Eadi

- ) R ‘ ') S ’
3. Did the evaluator deliver thp produCts agreed upon"

- . [

% -

Were'those products delivered by the agreed upon deadlines?
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’ rvirtual.!,y imposs:.l;le to .moni;tor the \Contract, to establish cont.'ract -

R '\

—

a4 . » "\' r = /._' B N

\ / ’ . SR . :

4fulfillmé‘nt or preach It is in-shgr ?a'v‘"no win' situag:ion~ fpr_all" WA

LR 2N ;

- .. . NV;. [ oo . . - . a > L ""
‘eoncerned. I, ¢ N oo S SRR
. AR e I : [ e
. : R S A / .o

a
¢

P*ocedurés for ‘Renegotiation of * the Contract: . .

L2 TN

"~

>

-

& -
' « ¢

More of‘ten fhan not thé eVﬁantiolell not be» accomplished stric,,tly

-»
.

'

. . o ) o

id accord with the contract. :Lhere always seems to be some uneXpecthd

w” o

- Y -

- - v ‘.

evenc t‘har. foroes modificar&ion of the original intent. l'f= for exam&»l-e, ‘

' [
. Y

thre'e of si% teachers who “ak e using d new.math curricula resign f"o_r\\:a-
L .
it is clYear’ that some change in the evaluation.
design is in order. . \ .
N\‘ . .\ o : - ' r ,
Whenever circumstances change frém those antic:ipat d in” the contracj:
* ' A ~
r—./
the, client and the contractor need to: consider whether ‘qenegOtiatfion is

Ve N 1', ’

- one,,reasdn or another-

J—
“

L3 ' e

! ..

'
¢ .

- » -

P
v

.

>

’
. . FA

9 L3

’ cequired Both pap’ties z;hould examine the %cope of work containad id the . v
contract and determine, which elements can. still be accomplished and which ]
. l o - PO N -~ -
l . ~ Rl V '-
are no longer\zeasible. AdJustment tan then be- matle. 'l‘he timel:i.nes may
need to be al red. \Iore,r -or less, money may be appropr.‘i’a’t”given,the“ .
' v
- . changeﬁ. Situation.— In the event that the client a'nd contrao;td‘? disagree :
», S ab’put the kind or e;ctent of \th%%odifications require’d., the’ % gudication S
.. "i a ¢ . !4 ,: « S ,* - :
'. .ot process stipulated in the cOntraQ@ should ebe used ) . 'N 2
- .o - ” ,5 ’ ‘ . v ” ‘ M
oLt - * TR T - .
Ao Given; t-he const’raints ’ of ‘the reel world of tﬂ'e school fléxibd.lity e
‘ . is cessehtial ’for bor:f\x parties. One alse{nust én’ occasion concede that
1 " .t " . 'l . - & -f
® . fate has d'écreed that no evaluation isxto ocour. Thrqugh the fau.lt’ of
s LT "“,’:f Te ) " ’ ', », . Pt e
"» ." «< ' mo gue,’ .the‘?fs:.tuation is hd‘pelessly. out:‘ of ﬁé.nd A means for termination )
! ,*« . - P e _A, . 4
' ’ AR °3,\ -'--:~"} VRN . -
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SURCI
o . "o e_ 3. zProcedures for Termination of the Contraci: # - : n '
" . b I o . < ~ Lo
S " .,l. ’ _2 Wh.en both parties agree that the \contract. shoéld be/ terminated they - L
- ~ . ‘2 N & & “,
T - oug'ht to refer tq agreements contained in t}he con fat:t concerni‘ng 'apprgpmiate P ‘.
. . b i 8 w . . Sy o« - ‘.
e. - o remtfneration and} c.lose-out procedures. : .“: %rieﬁ ks port‘iﬁentifying the Ll R , .
S T . .«' AN .- . M -, PP
) - h P reasoas for termina:tion shohld *be prepa:ced and filed 5 If eithér vparty s v ;', N
3 " N ) h‘ ddes 'not”w‘i.sh to:terminate the cOntract 'or ., if 'a d‘iqu,t-e exists~ concerning # ,
- . Y- R — e, . T el .
[} . '\ : what would corstitﬁte Just r«ec\ompense or: céncerning. some other facto‘r\ ; ‘ E ) , g
o LT, o . o e .\:,, . ] !

. o, .

then it is appropriate!"“to implfement the adJud:Lcatiqn process agreed rupon ¢

N +
i t*‘ t ;\".\:R' oo . tot R S I - B
n tontract, - 7 . . . v -
\ ¥ e\ t’ . RS N . “ - et e e > o .
RSP - . & oo CN
Jﬁ, ew ~one ve‘?aye natural point; at which to cfonsider termination ofr.. |, . *d
PRI . ' S g matt . CN . q
the~~contract Ji'a}elz, at- tﬁe end of the design- p’hase unless. the‘ fee or - ..
f‘,———‘*—separate contract appro\c was'}g‘sed.,, 'I‘he other points neeito be bur "" S v
e:_ B -t"» R S t, - = ! t’ . N .
® - . 1nto the',.coritract. For the pgpni& &s,,the .geadlines.cons't 'tute poiﬁts LU L -

D -y e ” b A M .
- ~ . o . ‘ S . - t = . S
ST e At which‘one gan xamine’ Zontract ful'f; REnt”, «Determa.ning whethér thet L ’
coa S ; v RO < . '
A ‘,‘i . evalﬁat:.on 1s. lelowing the agreed. .upon procedur:, is ~somew re o

Y J ’

4 \
9 \ pl;qblematic. The use oT a milestone approach has b‘een.used with some
5 ( ..

’ . 1 ";

. "){"3/‘

ST el ‘success\n within th)é cont.raot one stipulates a. specific point in time by ‘.

«.-n - ’

7.
\‘

. r - . _-r -
R . 52

S *'which cer;tain events are to .have - occurred., LAt each of ’these t'ine points S

R Y .t . ‘ . K L :

_...._L_,_ LN Jdent ‘and " contractot can jointly review preg:;eas to see wh;ether .o 5
s oty o . . B . N ‘

A =4
AL things a,reJ on ta

. For example, the. contract for the evaluation of a’ “
B K4 l" . 1 -~ “ .o . 1 -
a0 ., ; b
. e cience Program-'may call b e) the administration, of.d . pretest to vstudents,; _
Q L R /interv!iews ﬁith each expenimental teacher and a‘cbfst comparison-'with . '
. "‘ . \; . . . . . ‘
. v ! ! R R N . . (S
o afbuf majpn, ] titors .,to }'xave ,taken' place by Decem'bver_ 1. b
, « O - ' . ‘% ) o
. ) s :' P : a N &> '} Cal M . , -
N »On or shoz;tly afte-r that date th \c\‘lient and contnactor confer to examine ~
) . . , . - Y
. . » . e 4 + 'V L “’ ‘o, e
®. 'delays, o‘verexp,end.itunes, and‘ the like ang the reasdns fo:i them. If the. ™. v |
- -e .’: 0’_. “ ,: ., ¢ - »m' “ow ,D o ‘ . I : L3 o .::‘
N : problems are serious enough, one considers the possibillty of,renegotiatign' N
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or.of termination. S S e R
(€] ) . - T Do, . % ot e
FRIC-. © oo s taymo, w289 T S LRV
. LI s . 8 v ‘e . . - .

,oe . 3 e o, ; !
. ' . .




oo ' o R CD ..:é ,‘ Q"- .‘: .‘: ‘r' ' - ":’}': . ":,"_ T : ’ o e ( [ @
\ n‘ s ‘ M‘ ’VI__"(. o ) 'l.,,» I . 'l: . v
) Yot ":." ) a{ T ' - . ' o , ©T . s . .h .,“ ~
o - Determinlng which breaches of the contract are sex;ious enough to . -
SR mgrit c0n51dering‘ termination is dependent' on “the situation and the ° o) " .
. .o 0 - : ‘ ot e . &
T / T individuals. Certaln cases are .so extreme that solutiong are ea,sy. THe ' . .
A , LI e N . '
— (7 ’
o / o laSt téacher :Lm:etview was> condqcted on December’ 2’ because the evaluatorr
P s T ”I\ Qt ’ * ¢ ! .. ;
/ O caught the £lu and had to reschedule. No one in their r1ght mind would . | o
. .o “ A , 4
/ N T co‘nsidef d.'issolution of the contract gn 'that ground. On the other ! ‘ :
] ol . - . \
. \ . L . - .t ! * - .
@ A srde, ,if no sone. has seen or heard of the ?evaluator si-nce t:he day the -
‘ - contrac _was signed, it is relatively smple to decide that. breach of ‘ i i )
N » - 1 ¥ TS [ .
. * .t [l
( c‘ontract has 0ccurred, and to :te‘rminate. 4Usually, -however, the situation v
. 6 LY
P - : .o N R
e . - . is not” as clear cut. Judgnfent and the 1nte1.ligent application of..g -
L N ) f'*. g .o ¥ - J
. -expetience is require7d. , | -2 \, . | A , T oty
Pl ¢ | Y- T 4 P
. oo .
’ L e Perhaps the best ﬁ(dv:.ce' on\e can offer is that the. communieation of T ¢
“ v ; .- , ‘/\. : !
! . ‘ dissa\isfactlon mus,t be direct and open an documented veryL carefully.- s \
e ot I the contracto’r feels that w rk. fo’r whi h.the. client is responsible is oL

7 14
Lo N ", ¥ y'

not beitrg performed adequatel,y, and that his f‘ailure is adversely affecting -

| - . ‘,\ -t R 3

_. ’ . | - the eValuation effort, that. should\b\ev distussed between the pa{rties. C e — R
\ - . B . LA .
The results of’ that meetifig’ should be -not, d in a memora.ndum 8r letter. ’ , 3 )

‘e

. 5 .

o . If the client believes® that the* evaluato “ia failing to perform*his

x -

responsibilities, again this situation s ould" be dlscussed and documented.,

*
e ]

olhardy‘. oLt is an invitation

LA . ' » e L
o ' . to a debilitating aand p‘rog:racted disput . 5 /i S - ; ' . ' ) /:
. , One( great ad\iantage of an agreed u on adj,udicanion procedure is the o /

, fact thdt .one ds. reminded of what wilI e.* re(;uired to satis,fy-'th‘e 1nforniat ion / d

C - -« L

: o demands of the anbiter(s) In preparin -that informatio'n one’ is- oftén able.’t .

N .- . . b . 2.0 L

: i S ff’ “ o trayown the real: sburce of the P blem and aﬁ’iica'bly ‘renegotiate:.__or. - . iy
,‘ .t". R o ‘terminate the~ contract ratt':ei: \;:han ent .a cont.entiqus fray.'w . . T‘ AR ;‘il
. | ‘. o #' T R R RS .

e
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CHECKLIST Seetion Seven: Cr1ter1a for Use in
Monitormg the Contract v

: ) . PR A N
’ ) | Check on;%r each item

milestone révww points and product deadhneS'
been f;learlybset'? ' . -
s . , ‘ A )

’
/

As o

7 . v,
-

A s

I/f ci cumstances are differént than those . .

// anticipated ip the contract has a renegotlatlon
ocdurred? o A A
s M W [

.H

\ T

Ifa dxspute éxfsts have the two partles niet to
attempt d resolution ? 'Have the results of that
meeting been document’ed ? '

I .
4

v 7

N /
-

If the *dzspute cannot be resolved among the ' .
parities to the contract, has the adjuchcatxon .
process been invoked ? B

MMARY TO SECTION SEVEN:

‘Based on Questxons 1-5 above, he conduct h

'evaluatlon proceedme;,m a mumally satnsfacwrx
‘fashion? (If yes, proceed td complétion of' tbe
evaluation° if no, modify or terminate contrar:t

'\Frs,nece‘ssary )

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




ERIC

PAruntext providea by nic [P

H, Appiicat'ion of the ‘Standards and' Procedures ,
. ' to Sdmple Congracts . | Ts .
'\ - ] \ \ . . l- . . ’ . e ’:
- In order to illustrate ho the standards and procedures propdsed in this

© Il

@ paper might prove useful, three hypothetical contracts have been constructed . y
.' :' The 'first is a contract for the design \of an evaluation. The sacond is a ‘ .
i . P ) comprehensiVe contract for th‘e conduct” of that same_ evaluation:. Each of « = - ‘; v ‘\‘

® these contracts'.has b@i’en f'o‘.rnially- dravn wit:h a great many .details lpro.v,id'edr' B '

| in the 'contract to iliustrate ho&w. completeness-a‘nd preclisiOn.\,might:he' . ‘-
A - obtaineé. ’ \ s . T o . B
‘QA S " .’l’he ‘third contract is farrless formal and. conplete. It\_ilIustr.ate,s B
.‘ the mnimum content of. a contract. ( ‘.SinCe many contractual areas .are not: . : )
‘.' dealt with, \d;:Qment of this kind assumes a high rgegree of t'rust and A': . \\:-
¥ . L

®- \ . ‘confidence \b'etween. the'\tw‘o\part‘ies. Each relies .on'the other's‘"gzof'essi;onal S

. \ 'Sensé of re-sponsil,pili'z;y.f ';F \ N \\\ ’
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" .t R g:VA—LUATION DESIGN . IRREEEA “)
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D K ' - he »

. SChool dlstnct of Metropol hereinafter referred to as the "d1 tnct" and , - . \ :
4)' ' . EvaluatonsAnonymous Inc. ul L R
: : s liQﬁa\l Fentaine Road .

. _ Juneau Alaska

e

\

. . hereinafter referrtd to as the "contractor. LI

»
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic
3

R Nt ‘.‘f‘h "- - T e .
-7 % garten ‘classrooms as\gereptember 7, 1975 and T T _
L ) ‘ - BTN oo N ‘G- . e ]
) Whereas the ‘school district. des1res to availitself of the services 6fa .~ -
* < .h\ ’ . I B ety Y. * ‘lg...-"i‘ ;‘.[7
.o contraotor experienoed and qualii_‘ied' in this field; and | - R "
) ) : a‘,/.‘ '.““\‘I_ AN
Whereas the contracto.r is w1'11mg to undertake this endeavor, Ve s T
4 W . 1 - ) : : . '\
S Therefore the parnes do mutually agree as follows~ R L NN
.1, , Seope of Servxces S , i
! ’ f .
. "The contraotor agrees to design-an evaluation
. Development Program ugch will prov;de answers to the follo

. ~ - A, o> ts0s R
~N ) o ’ ¢ we % s e, ° -
L ~ L G -
x . &y - 8 FE A by Cw
e ¢ } 3 v ¢ T vt ‘
~ ¥ w
- ' Py , ~ .
. ,
© te - ‘ -
K » ¢ » Mo ‘ . .
[ N , ' “.
SEEE N . e . 3 .
- | ’ ’ Py \ -4'* . - ey
" v 7 . S s .
\\ - 'v N4 H ‘L, -’ LY

PR Whereas‘ the school dlStl‘lCt of Metropol proposes to _@Valuate the Pre- L
« «  “school G‘oncept Development Program Wthh is.to be 1nsta11ed m‘everal k},nder- i
e o e i

A. ' Howis thls pro,gram bemg melemented in the c~1ass1‘oo

, R 1t1sused'>‘._' . o e L0 -

. . . -
- L >

< . ' . ‘

 B. - Are the children mclassroon{s in which this program is used

v

5 -t
- ) mastermg its objecttves '? o — . )
~ 2o ‘ \ . . " v
. ) /.
. Cs Do._the children in classrooms using this- program achievé a hlgher s
+ . - . ’ . ’. 3 - N ¢
. . - ) 4 « -~ - % -
e mean score od an appropr1ate exa.mm&tton than ‘childrén an other , . .
klndergarten classrooms? DA I -
. N . >, 4 . P ~ I , -
K . . ¢ - .,.,.
.. D. . Do the teachers usmg this pro,gram V1ew 1t as a valuable ad]”unctlto
' » . . .,
- . R AR ' -, 3 » e X
c . thelr 1nstructlohal effort? T I o
’ . S a0 st S
In ord'er to accomphsh this evaluatlon the < cont;aql:or agrees to present -

, to the Boald of Educanon a proposed evaluatxon des1gn no later than. June 15, 1975 ‘ ‘ /

iy oA o . . I o
j . . R N : .
The evaluatton deslgn is to; pncorporate the followtng provxsmns ~ ) S
. L . ‘ ‘\:_* . .
. -"A. "~ Nomore thz{n 6 of 12-avatldble classrooms are to receive the e o
. '(’” ,‘-. ..l ‘; , - :
. . .~ - program. /{ L ¢ . .
D ¢ ‘. \ ’ IS, ‘ .. ) -
’ k 4 ¢ Ry ~ . -
't - .M L ) ‘é . : Tt
- , * « ’ o ) < . 1% - c, - R \
- . . N ) : ' = 1 0 4 ., ’ s LR
. 0 \ ’ °~ ) . ‘ v ;,' . ;. ¢ , o




R Y
The selectlon of classrooms fonp\ar 1clpat10n mn;st

; , . .

,'¢~ "

B

of part;c»patmg ang non-partlclpatuéclassrooms R

i
. x. !

‘,( ’ - W ’u w,\ P

Any.mstrqménts to e created éa.daptecf or used in thls evaluatmn.

i .
.- .

ar&to be epec}ﬁed in' ‘the demgn Moreover the frequency of use K

and inte ded’ respondents are to be smxlarly speeified w .'
w /gt vy ue . .
,,.5 . v o . Ce ¢

. Any stémsticaI analyses ;o,beperformed in connectxon W1th tb,xs . . .

PN N
’ . I‘ s’ ’ » 24 ;
’ . .
"

.- v e o
v “,

ev,aluation a‘re to be spéoxﬁech the

.pates are to. be spectﬁed for the
“‘ o.. N " ""* .:' N PO ‘E : N

ssmn?f an 1nter1m and a’
\ . . -
\ftnal.report 1 " N

. ‘ }“_\ ‘“ RN . ,\\
" ¢ .. \ ’ . The pnoposed evaluatmn des1gn WLH be remewed by a colﬁm1ttee selected\\

R By the ol Bo}%@f the. d{stnct an\d compri sed of S
) . , , . N ) Fd ‘a l ) \\ .

. N . . ‘i
et Oemem\ oftheBoard Educatxon-,

- NN e o PR
, - TR

,1

o B . ~
LN N

N > b *

| LS ‘4 . The Supermtendent of Schools
vy, v . . O L .
< n" " . -'0 . . - . . ,
ST A One elementary school- pr1nc1pa1 .
.. 2 . 9 ) < . : Y
: ’ n . \ ’ R y . . T - . ' .
N .. One pagentef an incoming kindergarten stadent - c " .
. .- , . , ‘ e ° . * ’ . Y
& - oL - The teyiew is totake place on or before June 18, 19757 Based upon the v
«:\‘ "~‘ - (3 . . o i , ) . \\~ ,
o, . . Au ’ e » “
\ Y t 'remew “of tHe proposed de51gn, the commtttee will make one of three dec1S1ons N
J N LN ® -M ., - '~ .
© . for and in behalf of the d1st.r1ct (1) to accept the design as is and issue a contract |
.\ ’ N T ) - N
N to the contractor ‘to proceed W1th the evaluatlon in terms speclf1ed within the

. “- ’r K
Q .

N # ’ 2
Kl . ,

s ¥ “ design; ‘(2) to list requ'ired m'odifications in the design to serve as a basis for,

~ .t ‘. N n

® -, < negouatlon'of the des1gn w1tb.’ the contractor' or (3) to reject the design and
| A’; \/ ’ [
t g termlnate further mvolvement of the contractor in the’ evaluatlon In the event = ., \
o ) i b: - - . o : . . - :
7 L - ST
® ¢ - ) . ' o L, . N |
. : : 4 ) =4 . ‘
.ERIC - . " 105 : . 103 |

L) “ - v
B5 v e o+ ' . : N :
- . [ .

N .

" - .




- %the *second déclsmm is rendered, negot1atxdn5‘ are tp begm on’ June 20, 1975 ata !

PO . , e \

. eet‘mg to be held in the school dxstpct offlce m Metropol. They are to\conclude 0

\u:) an \agreemengi}&:ocmd‘ thh the nhplem\ent'at\mn of a negthated evalua’aoq

o

. A . B .
, . . ' -~
N ¢ ‘ . . N
. . AT TN - L
. N 3 ~ | y ol 2 4

Basis ofPavme.lt' . c R N .
o.‘\ MNP .’ _ \V,' " ‘s

% : 2

Irrespecnve of the nature -of the comlmttee S de'éslon resultmg from remew
. \

® .- o , of the "subrmtfed cKSIgnf, the Board, of Edncapon ag"\rees to pay the contractor asum = '
. ' ., : Q g f ' (-\'K @ N

. notto exceed $500 00 for tfhe pi'eparatxon and \Subrmxssion,« of tht evaluatmn design

¢ ~ L L ‘ ° ( \ . N »

N \proposal * The contractor shall submlt t ‘the school dls;rlct an inwice for - . -

@ L e N : g > v ' K : r
NN Y \s\wées perfoz:med and authorlzed rembursable expenses. The contractor is- -

’ ¥ .
ot L) v ‘ M

[§ ‘ v /_A o ;
A S authom\zed to bharge 22 percent of a11 invoiced costs 'in and for mdlrect costs Each

.' - . \\ mvo;‘ce shaII show\fo each employee of the contractor that wprked on thls pro;ept

~

1

«

~ - ~ \ 1.\ a 7
S \durmg" the 1nvoxce period, the name and hours worked d1 ectly on ‘the project .

-t
\ . - Ja Iy
N .

K
S Also accompanymg the involce shall bé evidence of réimbursable costs pa1d - R

Q 7 .' N
@ h ) ,\\' . * The contractor shall also prov1de a detal.led budget for the proposed 2

1 ' . ' v v

\evaluation. The‘names of those 1nd1v1dua1s who will be rhamly respons1b1e ‘ \
NEBN
- for the evaluaﬁon s}f’all be promded The\school -distri t w;ll provide keypunchmg
. “h N
. B ser‘nces computatlonal equipmeﬁt tune on an BM 360—50 and aceess to the AN

- L N

© 7" . ‘Bio Med and SPSS sahstical packages. Costs for these activities }fe ‘ot be .

~
~

: Ll Y . v ‘. . :Q
° meluded. + . © O
‘ \ e ’ . B A .
. ; -\ - | N . . ~ . N ‘ - ) . y ) . .
School\District of Metropol e Evaluator's Anonymous, Inc. -
7

, v + > ’. - ‘
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. . EVALUATION STUDY . Ll
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® .+ -This agreement enteredinto aiof this 1st day of July, 1975 by and bgtween the

-~ > T ndand s 2 fe - : . ° .
" school district of Metropol, hereinafter referred t6 as-the "district, " and : :
“ r‘ y ’ “ " ) ¢ ° e ‘ » ®
i \ L ’ ‘ . EvahxatoriQAnonymous, Jdne, ¢~ .
\ r !
@ ) \ .- 119 Bal Fontaine Road- ) “ L
E . A & . , . L T [N 4 a.
. T, L : Juneau, Alaska \
. p . \ » ' . “ ) . , - Q} * - ‘ ;
" hereinafter referred 1'.0 as the "eontractor: " : - ‘
b « “ ,c . . . . -
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\ N ’ .
' 3 - 14 . .
: . . Whereas the deSIg’n ?ubmltted by the‘ contractor for the evalua}non of the *° .
2 \ _ Preschool Goncept Development Program (PGDP) has been mochfied by negonauon,
o o —4; Whereas the SchoJlBoard of Metropol approves the recommerxiauon of }‘
' * »” L .o
e thetr negot1auon comm1ttee to proceed w1th the evaluatlon, and ’ ., o
Co v - ¢
¢ L ‘Whereas, the‘\contractor is willing’to undertake this endeavor; o /
, Thereforg, the partles do mumally agree as follows: \ ‘“ Ty .
N b Peflod of Contract EEEREER ' ¢ T B
o ., This contract shall be in force from 1 July, 1975 to 31 August 1976 at wh1ch
time the servwes\ agreed to are \to have been provided and all products delivered
, . . . ‘ \
. as called for in thls contract and in accord with the deadlrne included here}n. ‘
. : i ; f . -t
‘ 2.+ Scope of Services - _— : | ‘&

¥
b ~
-

« The contractor shall perform those services neces'sary to accomphsh the

. evaluat1on of the Preschool Concept Development Program -in accord W1th the .

’ B ! ! i

.o ,a.greed upo‘n des1gn Specxfically, the contractor shall: ' : J'A

-
9

fat e Select by use of procedures spec1ﬁed hereafter six kindergarten classrooms

[ )
"

to receive the PGDP 1nstructional material and three kindergarten /

) 3 * e ' b Y ,:- / .
©  classrooms to serve as comparison ¢lassrooms. The classrooms are to L
. . B ~ f‘ ~ . . ! . 4
be chosen so that they differ with respect to\@e percent of the children

1

who _speak a native language in their home, as shown in Table 1.

)

108 s
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Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.

v'1ty as Well as a cbrrelae’}’bnal' analyés

»

of the relationship between teacher self-repoft data and thepobéqrvation data
R - .

Afinal report on data colIected by use of the schedulg ‘will be included 1;1 ; .

' the evaluatxon report due on 31 August 11976 - X » ' ‘
{ '\" i ‘ T ".ﬁ" . - - f $' N ’

" Duni g the months of S@ember and May, sach studenf in the nine ‘ :
, -
‘ - bop .

S S : - ’ AR - )
. o . ; ' | 7 . \\‘S LN , . 4 . .:P - J'y o)
- 0 ‘. . ‘ - — , - . .} ' .
i . & - . ~ N o . ! " . . . .o . ’ N . .
" ) TABLE1l, , - .. o EN e T
4 . . . I ) . i + . . . ll [ 4 . s - ‘ . ) -j_ R
oL SAMPLING PLAN S T
Percent of the students:who, = .- N N S -
-Speak a native langiage v T 0-30% . 31 - 65% 65 100% -
. N . o, P - - . . N , . MDY
e s, ‘ - A : 4 s 1, 3
BCDP Classrooms ° R o 2 2 .. 2
k“ ] . ‘. . .o - - .\‘:‘ i ) o ) o - ; . ‘ ' ‘.
*. 7 Comparison Classrooms’ S e A TR
oo . o~ - w . b T
e B P ’ - ‘. R . < . Toa 4
. . x‘; ’ ' < . & bn . - . ) ~ g . 4 . o . 0 ' ".
Dg;ring the s¢hool year each PCDP classroom is to be obse,rve_d foroge * . ™
hour per week on the average by two members of the contnactor ] staff.\ . -
' One ha.lf ofaﬂus observatxon txme w111 be deyoted to the use 6f the -PCDP . "
- IS f * *é
. R o :
Iz‘hplementanon Oﬁag_rvatxma Sohed'ule; .The rem inisg half W11'l be non— T
| - S, L N
: str?cﬁred Month{y prqgress reports w111 be* pr V1ded to each PChP ) .
‘ teacher on: -the extent to. wh1ch he or she is in conformxty w;,th expected e ‘.
. PCDP teachxng practxce LT ot ’ S ' .’ - v . . ‘.
- - C, Nyt '12; . “p : : e w“ e - . ¢ ~ " [ ,.
. (TN -~ 7' .
o On 30 March 1976 the contractor 63&'1 subm1t &ﬁ’-ﬁfﬁ‘term, repq t on any Yoot
.- ’ L
modxﬁcatlon made in the PCD%?i Implementandn Observatlon Schedule, &
PR 2 RN N . L
as wel'l as a report on xts éharao, eriSt Included in thé latter report . ',(,..' R
\. * L4 ‘ ] 4 ’
Lo w111 be - ewdenc‘eoconcernmg 1ts obj y




The test is to be mdxvidually admims’cered

[

« » -~ ¢ .

'_’ S .

*

The c,ontractor w111 be respt)nsnble for a11 staustxcal analysis, The May

» N $t

test datz is to be sub;ected to covarlance anaIYst wrth the September scores

entered as the first* co’varfate. The PCDP classrooms'will be contrasted,

’ — . . . Y.

P -

thh the comparison cPassrooms usang the classroom means of the May

-

-, -
‘ ‘e . Y ©

scores ad]usted for the pre-scores as the units of analysxs. Based on
- /-" N ‘_,s

) 1ndices of the degree of 1mp1ementatxon of the expec;ed teachxng practice

; - b

’derxved from the observatlonal data the PCDP classroqms are to be *

* ¢ - . 5.

contrasted qa these’ same adjusted classroom means.

)

.
’ . . . . 14 -
w e - - ¥
ve , . 4 , , .
1 - . .

The contractor will also analyze the PCDP mastery test data provided by

I ‘ “ '.-

the’ school dlStrlC‘b for particlpatmg classrooms. Among the mﬁ)rmation

.

to be presented mll be the percent of students who have mastered the

. .
- ! N K

varxous PCDP objectives at the defined criterlon levePs These data are

-
.
. . ’
. . e

a1so to be presented 80 as to perrmt comparlson a,mong classrooms ‘oy

4
v s’ / .

e 1mplementatlon mdlces e ;

. .
- ) »
. f
. . . S R
i " bt '
.

_The contractor will develop a teacher questionnalré form wh:ch w111 include

I3
v .
. [
M &c

"4 seetion permltting teacher,s to rate themselves 1n terms of their - ‘

,\ a

. _5 N 1mpiementation of PCDP. The ques’tlonnaire 1s~.to be subrmtted to the school .

'
‘ »- .@l I \ ) ~ l. . \ <

T, vdistrlct for review by Septembefr 15 1975 :and reV1Sed after negot1ations .

, ’ ," R o, o~
PR
M <

o conoernuig changes. These questmnnalres ane 1to be admxmstered ﬁurxng

¢ . R
e T -

o November February and May, ' Collectxon Qf this,questlonhaire data wall ..'

Ao SREPNE TV el . s,

LA

g be the reaponmblhty of the school dlstrlct. .The c,ontractor wnll present

Ve Ao n"‘s
> . o

frequency malysegof the questlonnalre data in the flnaleevafuatlon report

-

Pl
°

16 ".:";--"1(18 3




’ During th_e,c@r'se of the eyaludtion, ‘there tvillr be thrée'types-of reports . .
) < 3 f . .
7 expected ‘\rIonthly progress reports to the partlclpating’ teachers on the1r

~ )’

1mplemeatat1on of PCDP are to be provxdedun Octqber November December

. & 4

. January,\ February, March and Apr11 These reports_ are.to_be. kept . :
- confldentlal, i.e., only. the teacher in question,is to,rsec:ei.ve.a'cepx; )

.

- . . - s
3 e . - Rg
.

. A technical-regort oy gthe.P(","DP ImpIementaf:i'on Observatlon Schedule is due § o

\

- %

in ’\/Iarch Ten cop1es of this report are to be prov1ded to the school

district office. * , - e
- : : . . ‘

Te
i "

1
t :

The first draft of the ﬁnal evaluation report is due on QJuIy, IQ?S ‘Tenv -

coples‘ are to be prov1ded to the schooL district ofﬁce After review by a,

\. }(

school d1str1ct appoxnted comm1ttee d1scussed further in éection three of

6" .;&

th1s contract and subsequent znegotlat;ons, a ﬁnal repoz:t Will bé shbmltted

- [

" on3l August 1976 F1fty cop1es are to be p:rowded to the school d1Str1ct

for distrrbutron to~the School Board off101als school d1strict sta.ff

Y

= . - M .
- R S e

parents and other interested partles

" The final report is to pre'serve the conffdentiality ‘of all teachers au'd'
! 1'
students as stlpulated id section four of this contract

3. Cooperat1on of the School D1str1ct

\_ . R . w .o

¢

- To fac1litate the accomplishment of this evaluation the school d1strict s
( a . . L :
) commlts itself to undertake and accomphsh the follow1ng o

.
- ¢
’
‘

The school d1str1ct will prowde the contractor w1th 3. schedule of_ the

¢ »
¢ . ' v

| W planned classroom use of the‘PCDPematerlals within eaé'h pamcipatmg

classz‘Oom Th1s schedul'e will be updated on a week.ly basns to mSure

. adequate obserVatldnal coverage

111




’Ihe school d1str1ct W111 xnsure that the coptractor has access to the RO

' / selected classrooms, for observahonaL pux‘poses To promote fidehty of } A

‘n’ . :7, . ! . . .
the mfg,rmahon obta‘med the txmlng of the contractor's observational e Ot '

g .‘“ . L
. o
2

. vas1t’s need not be pre-arrangegl, w1th fhe teq,chér nor the school pr1n01pal o

™ . . ~ .. . .
N C oy, oo EY oz . - ’ « -
-‘(‘f [ £ ~ .

The sﬁchool dlStI‘iCt Wlll cbllect and prowde te t‘ne contractor mastery test .,

¥ ,.t‘

¢ . data for each student 1n the PCDP program These tests of whxch ﬂzere _ . 1

. " Yoo . .

are three, will ,be admmxstéred to the students durmg November February

! ¢

-

and May.. All mastery test data to be analyzed mll\be provxded to the e .,

L
! : S .

contractor by 15 June 1976 on keypunched 90 column cards in a mutu'ally

. %
. . ‘ - T ’e N g

i agreed upon format C e

.
¥ .. b e . . .
PN - o M, s e e

hY

T stzpulated i Sechbn‘z These data ‘mn be provxded to the contractor by R

.
- ! - ‘,.

I

AR ! lo Ju@ﬁ 6 on keypuﬁched 80 column cérds ina mutually agreed upon formatu

o . -
d 4
Y s e . - >, ~ v . Py .
. N & <

Lo See

' - w *
. . - *

R +
« 0 ~ . .
. .
Pee

The sch.ool dxs’emct W111 keypunch the Saltonstall test data on 80 column IO
: -r. Cow 3
e

"S- cards a,ccordmg to amutually agreecj uponxfomat These cards v,nll’be X

'\ -
« .

provxded fo the contractor 'ywhthm’ 15 calendar. days after the- delzvery of .| ,

_aa

the m.formation to-be keypunched to the sc 1001 dxstrxct ofﬁces. ’ . n

".* N . ‘. i
o' . . .. ‘. .
\ t ’ > t'\' . . - . .

R lee s’/hool d1$tr10f will estabfrsh 2 rév1ew commxttee comprlﬁed Of T

R}
L « LSS

?
” "
. o’#

u, . s

Dr\. -Mehss.a Frank, the Superm,{e,ndent of the Metropol School sttrict

t,.r

Dr.‘Wllson Boyd," thef.Dlrector of Elementary Instructmn ’ ", S L
et . “ _, A N . T N -‘
. 'VIs Juhe Rath, the' P'r.xncxpal of the Weathertown School L
9 . .

o‘ - . ¢ -

-

‘%s‘ J ean R‘Léhards -a representatwe chosen by the d1str1ct's klndergarten teachers.

. ,AL*: ""

s

W Roland Green, Professor of Educational Psychology, Umverstty of Alaska S

- [ . . : .y
[— LIS e . .
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e e .. This committee will review the ’technlcal report the teacher quest1onna1res P
N 23 - v, ' .. \ . N e ‘g l‘ * - - .
® oLt and the first draft of the finai report and return t]lelr comments and o e
. ., » N Y - ’ < "\:‘:‘ ]
[ 4 . I R
' ) T crmcisms to the contractor w1th1n 15 ca.le‘ndar days of recexpt The . .
., e ‘commxttee W111 also serv,}e as the negonattng body fOr reachmg..agreement ]
e " N : ~ - L
, oL, e o con?cermng necéssary changes in thise documents e o, - T AR
Y R - v Iy K ’ * *
. . .t * * R I ) . . . 5 . . '. A
. 4. Aﬂdl’tloggl Coritract Provisions e At - o
b P 7 . o N 5 ¢ . o ' . i . ’ﬂ‘ . o d
N "~ ’ . ot . ° "“" o . - i - L4 ' ) T
LT L A Non-Dlscriminatibn ‘ Lt v o
H T . X s, » \ N .
. % ' . ~ : o l' : b L > M o
Y L e The contractor agrees that in performmg this eontract he or she shallnot . °
" o Y .
.- dxscmmmate agalnst any Worker employee or apphcant or, any. member of .
. e x;‘ L . ,\
‘ T,y . e, pubhc, because of race sex, creed eolor or national ori in, nor otherwise
e . . g
. o > ' | . .. . / Lo - -t . o
NENEL S . commlt an unfax‘r Iabpr pract1ce, The  ¢ontractor fgrmer agrees that th1s oL
.. T . . S A <L
. S ‘ :

Y . AN cl&l}s’e will be incorporat'_ in_alf contracts ef‘ntered.,into with supplje'rs of .
. i “ .- - . materials or services, contractors an SUbco < ta, T
K 2 . ' . A : ’ . . * - \,. . ]

Cot e et ~ \.‘;-" .‘: . . ool PR N ; b p
. L *organizauons&urrﬁsMng sk111ed, ‘uns ot
‘a v ‘r” - . . 'JI, N % R ~ " N . 6,.
« . ;g—i £y ‘. - , . f e Ya. .
N . o or who m perform an such labor or servwes in connectmn vnth this - e N
P Y y . .
s . , ) . .o' ’ ’ L x' ' 3 " .y , “a . , el - . \ . .
’ L et con'h'_"act.h B e * o ’ " . A ) " .. B .
s B, Compliance With Laws o ." e SO PE N
{ s - - .\l- . < ,‘ el 2 . N . 1 - « H . t: - ; N 'h‘ R . -' . .;.
. v v sy Y . .’

- ’I'he contractor shail ét all hmés observe and,comply w1th all laws o

. - LS 3
. - oo ) T o ot oL
oo L e ordinanees‘ and regulatmns of the federal -state, iocal—andkcxty govemm.ent T,
’, : - o s . . e L R N
N , - i \‘ s .
PO SR wh ch may 1n any manner affect the performance of the contract“.b e -
. & : ' e . w - > . o '
ST I o Insgrance R A RN S S
. . — o -4 . " :‘ . . o - s . ... R ’- . :-%” .'.’r . 4 .
’ '*f.... ' The'contractor will purchase and maintain‘during the 1ifs of this contract . .
. ” P v . 0 . » e N
J - . ,. [ B . P s . “ " . . N . -

' ) . . \ 5
¢ N . 0 LI f . . 7 \}"i ¢ hY 5t
L4

® . ' imsurange opverage which willlsatisfactorﬂy" insurpe’hl}n.against claims .~ . -

-~

L)
. 4 . ' < . “ . 4 ~
: , . S " 5 g b

p i 2 -add habll’xﬁes- whxc‘h could ,aris‘e because-of the execution o_f this contract Lt

” P o sy te .. "
¢ . . i A 1«" . , * kY l . - .
. ' ‘ PR BRI - . - kg = . R o
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- ) v, v o : . : " ’ : i ..
f . A ot - g . . ‘e «
‘:\" Ny NS N < o » .: . * v .3 ¢ "‘ %" :° . ’ ., ) e * v
.' ' ~ - . . [} . . y N q: .« . ', . A . 'Rl 3
o S % ‘ ' e e I T v N ' . h ‘
TR '\.‘nﬁ ) S ) } . . e o " s R a Lt e ki
o “. - .D. Gonfhct of Interesf: Y Yo L/
A ’ 0 -3 . , o ‘a .~ . .o
" Ve _ 0 . %S'ﬁ " o e .
9 X \Iomember of the govermng body of the*Clty of Wf' therfumt of
' Lt S e H o~ . o AR TR 3 3, . - R AK
o T oo government and no other ofﬁcer, ,employee,. or agent of Y 'City or other'
- ¢ . = e 4 o0 * »
S v . umt of govemment who _exerczsé any, functlons or resp BSlblhheS in .
. - -~ . o .. . ‘ I »", . ‘l » ~

A connectton with the carmng out of the Pi‘OJGCt to: whw

4 .

. . 'a. ; - 3 . w? 1 . ~
L T o shall have any personai mterest, dif‘ect or ind1rect, i ,thxs contract The

" contracter covenants that he presently has no 1nte‘rest and shall not .acquire

< N . : IS ' “

.’ f «* ) "~ ” > X s
s any mterest' direct.or jnd;‘rec jm the. pro]ect to whm‘h this contract .
. o LR s R "‘7,-._‘ "‘i. ",“ « . ’; B ’X\" —. - .\.,k..
AR TR perta1ns Wthh would confhct in iany nanmy or. aegree \mththe performance
PR p M , " )

-

N \'A . !

. .o . R oﬁhis serv:.ces hereunder. The contna.ctor further covenants that | 1n the

) - F. Pﬁor ReVie‘VV .‘ . e ) 4 A " > »

- ' . ({ - . - > ‘)z\

‘. - “r . [ 1
. . any party WIthOLLt the concurrence of the D.tstrict Revxew Commlttee The
e . ' '-: : district sumlarly agrees to° seCu.re the’ approval of the'(:ontractpr prlor to )
- .' ' 4 ‘ M " ’ - ‘ .‘ : ¢
T ‘ ~the d1ssem1nat_10n of eval_uatmn,ﬁndxngs. PR . C "
. ) PoEPTEREROT ; : ~ ' .
[} \ s . . oem . PR . LA v

. P S, .. ‘. v o
.7 . - . L . 2 o . * 4 ! [ ' s 4 )
, . \e ~ ‘e ‘-’. " 11 .;' . foxS . . < N
EMC e L~ ) A R et . . 112,
4 . ! M .. ! ‘ - . ~ ‘ 0

A i Tt provided by ERIC i R
. : LN .
[ . . . . ’ . - s 3 > . -

. - - ~ N - . , _ « v;G '
‘ ‘, - T e ‘(.‘-"-‘;; .J i “ 'j' ~ “.’. - [ >,
. . . performance of thxs contract no person havmg any such mterest shall be
) A TRy w ST e A T . .
et . ’ ~ R b T ‘. ! PN L . I8
i . . emp].OYed. . .' . o 4 - - . -
. - - " ~ ) N '." : &y R " i‘ »-“ . . ."_ L
. ==, .. E. - Confldentiality . - .+ - T
. . v e ¢ N ' T, / N ~ : .
° o ) ’ L, e o R A
" 00 Y The co'ntractor agrees to pre'sefrv‘e the -co’nﬁdenﬁality of all subjects
r 4 . . —
/ . &' ¢ .
oo partlc1pat1ng in thlS evaluatzon, no teachev student or school vnll be .c
’ . “ \ e * ‘ v -t .
) ' xdenufled or 1denﬁﬁabfe in the wntten ol‘ oral reports prov1ded to the- 'y
o ‘ d1str1<;t or any other party (The use of ﬁctttmus names is pernutted in .
‘ ' 3 r - o ‘
. ~ . ) - . . . (] ,a ’
: o reports to 111ustrate 1nd1V1dua1 uses tf that is deemed a des1rab1e repo\gtmg
a . - tGChnique) N . ‘f. |- . ;.:‘ . . . . .‘ . LS
e q T~ L . : N - ': e * j. T . - s

[ ' ’No wntten réport of th1s evamatmn will be released by the contractor to .,

‘e




.G. Other Research Interests o y

L3 3

e TN ) ,
- The contractor is free to use the xnstruments developed for use in tlns

. 3
<

project or the results der1ved therefrom in other pursuits as long as this )

<’
“ ]

o '  use does not wolate any other contractual provision.
‘ ‘ 3 v ) ST
v " The confractor is similarly permitted to administer the "Teathijng lem&te "
- - - . ' - .

.+ N
s -

Index" to those participating teachers who _volunteer to respond to’co'l,lect Coe
data for use in ongoing research in the area. The %8ministration of this

» . - >

-/ instrument is not to occur during normal school héurs: .. ) .
. ‘ H Pubhcatlon Rights S ~ T S '
" . ) The contractor is free to publish a report! of thls evaluatloh in a. professmnal
e Li' _jourhal. or tor present an account at a professmnal soc1éty meeting W1th the
% ‘ g
-~ ¥ . .
ollolxtxxg 'restrlctlons o .o
a - .f. The confidentxallty of the dlstr1ct as well as that of. the - o
-, , - 1nd1V1dl1als ‘involved, is preserved. - - o i
o ‘2. The article or presenta’aon is first. submitted to the dlstrlct ‘ /
- - "ﬁ- . - R . L ’
. for grior approval (see secuon 4. F). ¢ e
Ao . 2 ~ 3
et .. L Negotiation/Arbitration - - ' .
" : g - In the event of a dispute between the client and the contractor concerning
¢ -any provision of this contract, that dispute will be submitted to a panel
® - . ) for arbitration. The panel will be cg&nppised of:
. ¢ . * f , <. . .
" _Dr. Harrison Greeley, Professor of Education, The University of Alaska,
s '« . Fairbanks K ‘ L C /
. h . ' 2 . ° .
R Dr.. James Evans Senior. Research Assoclate The Northwest Regional
—~ e © . ‘ Educa’aonal oratory, ‘ Portlands Oregon’ .
' ’ ' . - % . v ¥
. . - r
A - . 11 | .- - )
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o - . ‘ , v s 2 ,
N < . . R ’ , -
- - ‘Dr. Michelle Willia.ms, Assoc'itate Superintendentiof Public 'Instrw:xction,
'.. . Ala.ska Deparimen‘t of Educatxon. / " S . £ C
o, The findmgs of thbs panel will not be bmdmg on exther party.
. N N 'Termmauon of Contradt . ‘ '
e 4 Tlus agreement ma;r e termmated by written. mtxmal consent In.” .
the event of termination t;:e contractor shall be rembursed fc:r rts
° costs mcurred to the t;atfa of termmatlon. . :
| 3. \/hlestone Dates ' < - - | .
) \ . \The dates of .which products must be deh,vered and/or major acﬁmtles must ’
@ ) . be ooncluded are showm below \ . k
. | o 1 July,_ﬁ19_75‘ N o Contract Agreement . v
*30 Kuglgs‘t, 1975 . _ . ‘o Classrooms (PCDP and ’com(parison)‘selected
* 15 Sep;tember, 1975 o District provides client :with classroom
. . ” o schedule fon use of PCDP--schedule to be
' '
® ) ’)'%’?;“ . . - updated by dlstrxct on a weekly hams .
< - e o Draft of PCDP Implementation Questi.onnaire.
J . A delivere.d to district for review .
. ' ; ‘ ‘o Observation of PCDP classroom begins .
30 September, 1975\ . o Saltonstali Developmental Analysis Tes_t.
o . ’ (SDAT) administered to PCDP ‘é.nd cornpairison
) . classrooms | |
. : L o Committee_ re’vievs;' of PCDP hrlp;lementation .
® Que_sti’onnai're completed and de‘liver.e'd, to
. . s, N
. cont/ractor T o
. . | R PR & 1 : P
- F I . \ PN oo : 114




*15 October, 1975 : o Mgnthly Implementation‘Repor!;Sx provided to &

) N S : CD‘P-te‘aIchers S ) s : ‘
P E " L oData from SDAT prowded to cﬁstrict for S - A i*_’_.

e ,',. ,A " ' ) ":‘ - ' keypundhmg cloo . " o e -

’ : 31 Qctc;l;é'r, 19.751 Ay oKeypunched SDAT data dehvered ‘to‘ cbntractor L
- . ‘* N | \ »  oPCDP Im,plementahop Questmnnaire dellrered ’
) ‘ ‘ e ' to d1strlct _ .y ;

) 15. Novembé , '1975 o oMonthly Implementapor; Regorts 3ow;ided to ’

: i . . ’ e

TR L o o o PCDP teachers» ' ‘ ‘ . ) )

N - . ' »
30 Novefber, 1975 - ,b_PCD_P‘I}n_plmehtation Questionnaire adminis- -

“tered to teachers by“district

SN AR e o PCDP Mastery Test 1'data collected by dxstnot
5 Deceint.;er‘,r 1975 0 V[onthly Implementation Reports prov1ded to
Lt T ‘v . ‘ )

: PCDP‘ teao;ners > ' S

N

‘. hES ”
T 157 auuary, 1976 h OMonthly Implementaﬁ

s * o x v pcop teachers

R.eports prowded to T

.-« .15 February, 1976 . ' Q’VIonthly Implemen,tatx \Reports prowded to oo

A o . " - ' PCDP teachers o > ,.‘Y o . N
" " 29 Fe.t‘gr.uery,“IQ:IG . L oPCDP Implementatxon Questxonnaire adm‘ims- \ g |
- " p -b'. R ; . tered to teachers by Ehstm.ct ‘- ,' 4; : .‘,. B
. N ¢ )
‘ S “>pCDP Mastery Test?2 data. colLected By drstrict: |
-~ . A s Merch_, ".1976' : m .o\ Monthly mplemehtanon Reports provided‘to - Y -
) s : . A S
g : : ’PCDP teachers °‘;.‘ ’ . .° ’ l [ e )
N ¢ . dee PR, 7 vyl
- R booosel T A
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. o . T Vo et ) Y. e N < ' " . e '
o . "30March, 1976 .. o Drafj: o_f Interim Technical Repory on the PCDP‘ ;
N . > . v, . . - \ e
i . co» » . . ‘ ' 5
ST yos -f'.. I Implementaﬁon Obsetyation Schedule dehvered )
® . . ’ S e T .. ’ v"{;\ A . 0
e L dy o« todlstmct I '.‘ <o R
..' ) i ‘f . O i ' “ .:“g'(’ " . v ' ’ . s - .

. e 15 hprif, 1976\ . ' , oVIonthly Implementatmn Reports prov1déd to - ’ R

o - o T IEUREE ‘ PCDPteachers e

B ) ' ’ e X ’ rl . ; ‘ A . Do,
. . - § *
AU S T oComtmttee rev1ew of Interim Report dehvered g‘
.'/ . ’_;”" . :r. » i - . - v, o. - . . R
hd . . T et e . t. P
a RN : o . to c ntractor ~ i e )
. '\i s- \\\_VI . y ‘ N ,’-‘."‘a:”' ‘.l' : . _ : ¢ '. .
R TN . v 15 May, -1976 . " oMonthly Implementation Reports provided to .
T, b : s . SN, , “ N ’
: Lt ‘ : - . . . . * ' ’ ) ~ . -
. U ) S PCDP teachérs R
' .t 7 \ : [ . ~ s i *. '1 “e ¢ ~ l‘ :‘ 3 . -
@ " . . RN < 0 Final versmn of Intenm Report dehvered to L s
. ) I AR
() N . . . 1 . ‘. N ¢ e .
- » . SN e d1stmct ".‘ . L “’} -
’ - i : ,' A ' . ’ o * 14 : e * ¥ - \'

. A 30 May, 1976 - .’: eSaItonstaIl Developmk\atal Ana1y31s Test ?SD&T&

"t . ; . administered to-P.CDP and comparisop .
L'y ~ ., - ~ . . N >
. s k4 “ ) - (¥ @ . o .
' - ' ) 5/ > claséréoms : v L,
4 % f‘?é . . 3 . . R 1 ,
. ¢ . T ' 0 PCDP Implementatxon Quest10nna,1re «adtmmstered
. Q [
” . hY ) e "_ [
; O s o teachers by d1str1ct . ’

- . v, ) e " bl ! t:, ’ ° i . N . : .
Y \ voo s v op.CDP Mastery.Test 3 data.cérll'ected by district
- R Tl ' p A ".'- i v

e . E . ne, 1976 ., . BRI Data from SDAT prowded to d1str1‘ct for ; .
R “r ) : ! ., . . ‘. "":" < . R T
-~ ‘I < Lg P PRI ST e . .
. C N ' keypunchx flg ", Lo e
4 s . » -. . \-A\g‘\ , . . i < - N P .,’ .
. o ' * ” s - fq ' ' . A'\ " * 3 - ’x oY .
/ v " R bK‘eypunched‘data promded by d1str1¢t for all
. . . . z ' « w . N ! . ,\ - o .
' _ . . ‘:“ W 5 r s,
. V]

.
A
N
.
7
..
i

admuustratxens of PCDP ImpI‘émenﬁahon )

3
\:,‘_-i. . N ) . . '

'f"“ i ire. and - N7astery ‘Iﬁsts " Ty

N >
- U -
.
.
.
(g
9 4
¢

'
7w
-
.
-
-
. .
oy
.- 2
.’

. ’, ‘ . c .
' " A
- -, . . . [ Aen | .
(o LT 30 June, 1976. PR AT datahdehvered to contractor
V. ' ' ' ,; ’ l'.“ " . “ . ‘f : ) :‘ - * ! ' N
AU :,ﬁ o F ; CR
T o ' 3‘0 ty, 1976 oDraft of tnal‘ e rt due( P
o s; » ) MY - A ’ ‘u‘\'"g‘. A . ", ,’ . '?‘ o ) ., » "‘ LY ,
. . R v .12'\3;. N A AN N - -
- . ' . N B ‘\: 6 . P2 \ %Y :' . "". R Lot
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) v, ° ! . ’ ) ) : ) . A
' N o » By . o .
e . 15 August, 1976 - .- oCommitteé review of Final Report Eelivere‘gi '
. .‘ ' . ‘ 5, .._ . '4 \ - .
‘ . —_ to' contractor. ~ .o ‘
‘ Coe . . ) ) ' .
3‘1.. August, \1976' < » 0Final Report dug . o S
6.1+ «Basis of Payment =~ - s j;.;, u D '
R . The distnct agree’s to pay’ the sum of $14 975 00 to the contractor.for the ]
i conduct of th1s evalua‘aon Payment is ta be made as follows. ’ v
- - »* ‘
* T ""’\ - - .
' ‘ y; 1975 - Tt $2, 978.00 . o
L October, 1975 $3,000. 00, i
s . ﬁ ‘:\
1 February 1976 \:3 000.00 - -’ ’
2 ‘ ¢
e T My, 1976 R 93,000, 0 -
o v o <
c Acceqtance of Fmal . $3,pOO. 00 ; . -
~ Report;ow;about - " ‘\ .
30 August 1976 oo - ) )
- The contractor assures ’che district that the mchrect costs charge agamst Lo
- LT -
_this cqntract will dot exceed 20, 5% of the diréct costs incurred. e >y
. . . -, b b LA .- PR A
In the event, of contract {ermination, the contr_actor will' be reimBursed i, W
. ," . ' » R . «® . . . ‘ -... : , ‘\[ - "'7 ( B "e ; 2., 1) :
"’ . forits costs.to the date of términation. v 0 : , f .
> . . * . : i .o
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. v * \
R IR S . Evaluators Anonytous, Inc. @ : ' \ o
: ‘ ¢*: 7 7" 119 Bal ‘Fontaine. Road o -~
4 ws o Jumedw, plaska .. . . :
) ’ o ) . . ‘- 4 \ L e ) -
f € . . N '3
. 4 ’ ) e © ot * \' '
<t , .
LA ° P * Y .
Lo - » ) . * » \
- ., . P y N I ‘ - N ¢
. N ) ’l. .' E) N « , . ‘n ‘\ .

i ) " Superintendent L. K, Williams - . . ‘ v ’
' Métropol ‘School Bistrict . o . . — '
o + + Metropol, Alaskd - . ' . ’\ L. Sy

* LN 0;". ’ lv . 7 . R * ) ' .7 . L :
Dear Superintendent Williams:, . L ‘ '
[ i . - . . 2 \
. )’ I awpleased\ to submit a contract document for evaluating the Pre-school
— . Concept Deve{.o‘pment: Program now in operation ,in the Metropol School .
T District. Enclosed are two copies of the contract for your signature.
NE VALY ‘Please return onk copy to me. S -, " yooT ) .
* ‘- . . ., > ) b \ ’ ° - ’ ~ )
We are looking forward to working with you during the next several, e “
+»." - months. If I may provide further informatiom, please'do not hegitate R
. . - to call upon me. ‘ . ) N ‘ ‘
Sincerwely, . | . ' . . ot DL
# T ) . v 2 . .oy ‘ . ¥ . ¢ : [ \s
. X 5 N N R -
. Harriet Brand . ) - . )
. . President -
: ‘ ’ S ‘e - i - R
, HB/ph . ,
1 N . ’ )

}
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j . AGREEMENT

'
s, .
- Voo

. s Tlns agree*ihent 1s made and entered mto by and between the School

. / '
Ut DlStI‘lCt of VIetropol Alaska' heremafter calleq the d1strict and Evaluator's

\ ¢
~ Anonymous,, Inc., herema

r talled the contractor. L X . ' b

1.0 Purpose

® '3
.t , o ' - .g
o The dlstn‘ct and the codtraetor\mutually ag:gg to carry out ac’avmes th%ﬁc«j LR

;
. , ' , . .- . "
. ‘s , .

4

' ‘ w111 result in @evaluahon of thk\Pre«-school Concept Development Q, A
Program (PCDP). '~ \ N ,;

~ 2.0 The contrac‘tor will:- \\u : ; .

-

2.1 ‘\ Dewse a samphng strategy fo permit compapson of cIassrooms in

.- \ s
whxch PCDP\js used and other sumlar classrooms B} -

N

. ! ¢ \ Y
2., \J 2.2 Devise an observatloﬁal schedule for use in classrw using

.PCDP in order to determme the extent to Wthh the program is

2 . M s AY

R / lmplemented as, 1ntend_ed.

<t 2,3 Observe each PCDP classroox;; on a one hour ber wekk basis and b

- . . ’
oo d ' .

. : o . provide‘a monthly ’\re‘port to each participating teacher. ot
2.4 . Administer the Saltonstall Developmental AnalyS1s Test to , '

classrooms usmg PCDP and compamson classroomc in
L

September, 1975 and May, 1976. S g
. ' ’ ' y : . ' W“K"
5 2 Develop a questionnaire to elicit information about program use

-

\
. A

L d . Q R .
\j‘—\fj teachers using PCDP, - S

2.6 Provide a technical report on the observation schedule in

- W

March, 1976. ‘ .. '
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N " 2.7 Analyze all data mcludmg that pro\nded by the district. -
® V . 2.8 Prepare“.a draft copy -of the. ﬁnaI report by 30 J‘uly, 1976. ’ *
2.9 Prepare a re;nsed ﬁnal report by 30 Angust 1976 o
¢ , . .
) 3.0 The d1stnctw111 S - 5 -
¢ “ 3.1 Prowde the coatractop thh a schedule of classroom use. af P(£DP
toow3.2. Collect questiionnaixe data from /teachers qsmg PCI?P dun_ng;‘:
. , ‘ No‘vember, 1'9l:75">; Febrv:xar,y',.11976“an&1v‘fay,'1'976.. . “', L .
v : o %3 Collect stadent ‘ci_ata‘on.l"CDP fastery tests, ‘acqb‘rding to the"
fellowing"scﬁ.ed;.ile:' : p o . . | : .
® H " h"”‘ Mastery ’fFest 1 ’ November 1975 . ‘
. N . "' Mastery ’I“es't Z o . February, 1976 :'
* E ‘l - e VIastery Tes£3. ‘. a May, 1976 ‘. , l ;I e -
° - S . .
' 3.4 Keypunch all data on 80 column cards ina mutually agreed upon
‘, .-format.' e e oot Ly
° ; 3.5 - Phovide freé access to the d.ietrict'rs cbrrzputerf system for data.’
' arialysis. S o
e 3.6 Beﬁrn‘dl documents spbrriitted for reviewlwithin '15 Qays of -
. " S ' : recei£)t | _ . . R ' ,‘
) :\;3.; 7." Provide a sum of $14 975 00 to the contractor for the cTn‘duct of o
o " ' | " th'is evaluat;on. "/ : ; . ' . T
- 4.0 Conditions N E“ 1
- ' : T g 1 ' The perjod of performaace shai} ‘be from July, 1975 to §O.August, |
[ . e ! 1076, T ‘ S
3 . ' N : .
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.. ' P «{;' : . for the penformance of work~st1pu1atéd 1n paragraphs 2 1 through "
~ R - , - 4 3" :orty'cdp1es of tﬁe f’maL r:eporf' 'sh'aH»be dehvered to the cﬁstrlct . K DL

Q B . - “ | é‘“, | without restrmtn‘m as to 1t&use In add1t10nv the contraJtor shall ‘

: . - ‘: ‘:. , . . fhave unres'tmcted use‘of the'clo;t#ents of. the produc.ts“ exther in ﬂme ' )

3 2 \’.,

X ' . . — extant or an adapted form for 1't5 contmued use in the field of

Sl U T T ' _— " . edaca{non, with or mthouvt‘ I:eference to the d1sﬁzct as determmed ) .
. ) o ' . bythe“dzstnc;: . ‘ . ‘ “ " "’ . ~ . o o
;:,. o s 4 4 T:he pay;zaent schedule to the contraétor will be as fouows o . ' ‘ L
. .‘/, .'.‘ " 1Ju1y, 1975 . , \ $2:‘}97A5 00 :" ’ a i‘ T
',' s - ] ‘ Ichober, 1875 . 'i;\ $3 00; 00 - e S 3
o LT ’ o 1Febfifary, Tov6 * e 35, 200,00 R A :
LN l:May,' 1976 _ g\ «‘$;3F.°'°°' 00" .. - 5 2
" - '. ‘ -M ..Acceptanoe of Final «‘.\;,}'I$3‘,(.).0;). 00 ‘. “'" N .‘ .o
® - - .. o Reportonorabout\; oo ' T T '
S 30 August, 1976, . . ‘ , IO ,
‘ ‘. ' -,4:\5 : ThlS agreemet;t n-;ay be terminated by wmtten mutual coasent I£1\,

® \ L the event of termi?atmn the contractoLr shall be rezmbu‘rsed for

o A \ ; its costs mcurred to the date of termination.

- . . . . -
‘v ] N [

Evaluator's Agonymous;, Inc. f |

 Date - . Date % |
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